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oject  would  include  the  partial  demolition  of  two  existing,  interconnected 
26,640  square  feet  (sq.ft.)  mixed-use,  office  and  retail  buildings  and  the 
tely  38-foot-tall,  51,600-sq.ft.  residential  building  with  65  dwelling  units 
ed  development  would  include  23  studio,  32  one-bedroom,  and  10  two- 
sting,  interconnected  buildings,  known  collectively  as  the  Film  Exchange 
d  are  considered  a  contributory  building  to  the  San  Francisco  Apartment 
project  would  include  partial  demolition  of  the  structures,  preserving  the 

;or's  Block  0336,  Lot  20)  is  located  on  the  southwest  comer  of  the 
A'ithin  the  block  bound  by  Larkin  Street  to  the  west  and  Turk  Street  to  the 
eighborhood.  The  project  site  is  located  within  the  RC-4  (Residential- 
zoning  district.  North  Market- 1  Special  Use  District,  and  an  80-T  height 
05  of  the  Planning  Code,  the  proposed  project  would  require  variances  for 
(a)),  off-street  parking  (Section  151);  open  space  configuration  (Section 
(Section  140). 
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"  the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15064 
5  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance)  and  15070  (Decision  to  Prepare  a 

Negative  Declaration),  and  the  following  reasons  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the 

project,  which  is  attached: 

-Over- 
Mitigation  measures  are  included  in  this  project  to  avoid  potentially  significant  effects:  Section  F.  page  83. 

cc:  Jaqui  Braver,  AF  Evans  Company,  Inc.,  Project  Sponsor;  Michael  Li,  Neighborhood  Planner,  Northeast 
Quadrant;  April  Hesik,  Preservation  Technical  Specialist;  Distribution  List;  Supervisor  Chris  Daley,  District  Six; 
Bulletin  Board;  Master  Decision  File. 
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PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 

PRELIMINARY  MITIGATED  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION 


Date  of  this  Notice* 

June  16  2007 

Lead  Agency: 

San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  California  94103 

Agency  Contact  Person: 

Susan  Mickelsen  Telephone: 

(415) 575-9039 

Project  Title: 
Project  Sponsor: 
Project  Contact  Person: 

2005.0762E— 245  Hyde  Street— Residential  Development 
AF  Evans  Company,  Inc. 

Jaqui  Braver  Telephone: 

(510)267-4621 

Project  Address: 
Assessor's  Block  and  Lot 
City  and  County: 

245-259  Hyde  Street 
Block  0336,  Lot  20 
San  Francisco 

1650  Mission  St. 
Suite  4G0 
San  Francisco, 
CA  94103-2479 

Reception: 
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Fax: 

415.558.6409 
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Project  Description:  The  proposed  project  would  include  the  partial  demolition  of  two  existing,  interconnected 
two-story,  30-foot-tall,  approximately  26,640  square  feet  (sq.ft.)  mixed-use,  office  and  retail  buildings  and  the 
construction  of  a  four-story,  approximately  38-foot-tall,  51,600-sq.ft.  residential  building  with  65  dwelling  units 
and  no  off-street  parking.  The  proposed  development  would  include  23  studio,  32  one-bedroom,  and  10  two- 
bedroom  residential  units.  The  two  existing,  interconnected  buildings,  known  collectively  as  the  Film  Exchange 
Building,  were  constructed  in  1930  and  are  considered  a  contributory  building  to  the  San  Francisco  Apartment 
Hotel  Historic  District.  The  proposed  project  would  include  partial  demolition  of  the  structures,  preserving  the 
Hyde  and  Eddy  Street  fa9ades. 

The  18,768-sq.ft.  project  site  (Assessor's  Block  0336,  Lot  20)  is  located  on  the  southwest  comer  of  the 
intersection  of  Hyde  and  Eddy  Streets  within  the  block  bound  by  Larkin  Street  to  the  west  and  Turk  Street  to  the 
south  in  San  Francisco's  Tenderloin  neighborhood.  The  project  site  is  located  within  the  RC-4  (Residential- 
Commercial  Combined,  High  Density)  zoning  district.  North  Market- 1  Special  Use  District,  and  an  80-T  height 
and  bulk  district.  Pursuant  to  Section  305  of  the  Planning  Code,  the  proposed  project  would  require  variances  for 
a  rear  yard  modification  (Section  134(a)),  off-street  parking  (Section  151);  open  space  configuration  (Section 
135(g)(2)),  and  dwelling  unit  exposure  (Section  140). 


THIS  PROJECT  COULD  NOT  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT.  This 
finding  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15064 
(Determining  Significant  Effect),  15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance)  and  15070  (Decision  to  Prepare  a 
Negative  Declarafion),  and  the  following  reasons  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the 
project,  which  is  attached: 

-Over- 
Mitigation  measures  are  included  in  this  project  to  avoid  potentially  significant  effects:  Section  F.  page  83. 

cc:  Jaqui  Braver,  AF  Evans  Company,  Inc.,  Project  Sponsor;  Michael  Li,  Neighborhood  Planner,  Northeast 
Quadrant;  April  Hesik,  Preservation  Technical  Specialist;  Distribution  List;  Supervisor  Chris  Daley,  District  Six; 
Bulletin  Board;  Master  Decision  File. 
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INITIAL  STUDY 
Case  Number  2005.0762E — 245  Hyde  Street — Residential  Development 

A.       PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  site  (Assessor's  Block  0336,  Lot  20)  is  located  in  San  Francisco's  Tenderloin 
Neighborhood  at  245-259  Hyde  Street  (and  536-541  Eddy  Street)  on  the  southwest  comer  of  the 
intersection  with  Eddy  Street  (see  Figure  1,  page  2).  In  addition  to  Eddy  Street  (to  the  north)  and 
Hyde  Street  (to  the  east),  the  project  block  is  bound  by  Turk  Street  to  the  south  and  Larkin  Street  to 
the  west.  The  approximately  1 8,768-square-foot  (sq.ft.)  (0.43  acre)  project  site  contains  two 
interconnected  two-story  buildings,  known  collectively  as  the  Film  Exchange  Building.'  The  30- 
foot-tall  structures  contain  approximately  24,240  sq.ft.  office  space  and  about  2,400  sq.ft.  retail 
space.  A  majority  of  the  existing  office  and  retail  space  on  the  project  site  are  vacant,  with  the 
exception  of  the  Hyde  Street  Studios,  an  8,800-sq.ft.  music  recording  business  at  245  Hyde  Street. 
Since  the  proposed  project  is  residential  in  nature,  this  business  would  need  to  relocate.  Aside  from 
the  original  use  as  a  storage  and  distribution  facility  for  motion  picture  film,  prior  uses  in  the 
buildings  have  included  non-profit  community  organizations  and  medical  offices  such  as  the 
Tenderloin  Mental  Health  Outpatient  Services,  Methadone  Clinic,  and  Bayview  Hunter's  Point 
Foundation.  Recent  commercial  uses  include  a  video  rental  business  located  along  Eddy  Street,  and 
a  wholesale  food  business  at  541  Eddy  Street,  located  toward  the  back  of  the  site  and  accessed  from 
the  driveway  located  on  the  project  site  along  the  west  property  line.  Loading  for  the  remaining  land 
uses  on  the  site  use  this  private  driveway,  which  would  be  removed  as  part  of  the  proposed  project. 
The  private  driveway  does  not  serve  any  other  businesses.  There  are  no  residential  uses  or  associated 
residents  in  the  existing  buildings. 

The  existing  buildings,  constructed  in  1930-1931,  are  a  historic  resource  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  The  Film  Exchange  Building  is  in  the  San  Francisco 
Architectural  Heritage  Survey  (1981)  with  a  rating  of  "B"  (major  importance).  Based  on  the  Heritage 
rating,  it  has  a  California  Historical  Resource  Status  Code  of  "3D,"  which  means  that  it  appears 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  as  a  contributor  to  a  National  Register  district  through  a  survey 


Buildings  appear  to  be  one  structure,  but  are  internally  separated  by  two  structural  support  walls. 
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evaluation.  The  property  is  a  contributor  to  the  San  Francisco  Apartment  Hotel  District,  which  was 
surveyed  in  1983?  In  addition,  the  Film  Exchange  Building  is  included  in  the  1976  Citywide  Survey 
with  a  rating  of  "3."  The  new  construction  would  incorporate,  and  restore  the  historic  Hyde  and 
Eddy  Street  Art  Deco  fa9ades  as  well  as  other  elements  of  the  existing  buildings  (See  Figures  2 
through  8).  For  example,  the  steel  v/indows  would  be  repaired,  repainted,  or  replaced  in  kind,  and 
the  ground  floor  windows  would  be  replaced  with  metal  windows  that  reference  the  historic  mullion 
pattern.  The  proposed  project  would  retain  the  scale  of  the  existing  buildings  by  limiting  the  addition 
to  one  floor  above  the  existing  structure  and  setting  it  back  along  the  Hyde  and  Eddy  Street  facades 
to  minimize  sight  lines  from  the  street.  Although  the  proposed  building  would  increase  from  two-  to 
four-stories,  the  second  floor  of  the  existing  buildings  would  be  partly  removed  to  minimize  the 
height  of  the  vertical  addition  to  seven  feet  nine  inches  above  the  existing  buildings'  height.  The 
addition  is  designed  in  a  contemporary  style  that  is  different  from,  yet  intended  to  be  compatible 
with,  the  existing  structure.  An  example  of  this  is  the  proposed  fourth  floor  railing  along  part  of  the 
Hyde  Street  frontage.  The  42-foot-six  inch  metal  railing  would  be  a  new  feature  at  the  same  height 
as  the  remaining  stucco  parapet  and  would  not  conflict  with  the  character  of  the  fa9ade.  On  the 
interior  of  the  proposed  building,  the  existing  columns  and  structural  grid  would  be  retained.  The 
project  is  proposing  to  include  ambient  exterior  lighting  that  highlights  the  historic  features  of  the 
buildings  and  an  interior  lobby  display  about  the  historic  nature  of  the  buildings  and  the  San 
Francisco  movie  industry  (see  further  discussion  on  page  35  regarding  compliance  with  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Preservation.) 

The  proposed  project  would  partially  demolish  the  two  existing  buildings  and  construct  a  four-story, 
approximately  38-foot-tall  residential  building  of  about  51,600  sq.ft.,  consisting  of  65  dwelling  units 
and  no  off-street  parking  spaces.  Portions  of  the  existing  buildings'  first  and  second  floors  would  be 
reconstructed,  with  the  addition  of  a  third  floor  and  loft  space,  a  new  fourth  floor  with  an  exterior 
walkway  above  the  east  fa9ade.  The  proposed  project  would  extend  the  existing  first-floor 
foundation  slab,  but  would  not  need  to  excavate  below  the  existing  foundation,  with  the  exception  of 
approximately  eight  cubic  yards  of  soil  that  would  be  removed  from  the  project  site  as  part  of 
micropile  installation  at  the  ends  of  each  shear  wall. 


April  Hesik,  "Memorandum:  Historic  Resource  Evaluation  Response,"  to  MEA  Planner  Susan  Mickelsen,  245- 
259  Hyde  Street  Project,  June  20, 2006.  This  memo  is  available  in  Project  File  No.  2005.0762E  for  public  review 
by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  4"*'  Floor,  San  Francisco,  California. 
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Proposed  Site  Plan  Figure  2 
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Eddy  Street 


Source:  Brand  &  Allen  Aichiteas,  Inc. 
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Proposed  First  Floor  Plan  Figure  3 


Case  No.  2005.0762E 


5 


245  Hyde  Street  Residential  Project 


Source:  lirand  &  Allen  Aa  hllects.  Tnc. 
3  J  07 

Proposed  Second  Floor  Plan  Figure  4 
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Proposed  Third  Floor  (Loft)  Plan  Figure  5 
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Source:  Drancl  &  Allen  Arcliitcck.  Inc 
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Proposed  Fourth  Floor  Plan  Figure  6 
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The  proposed  65  dwelling  units  would  consist  of  23  studio,  32  one-bedroom,  and  ten  two-bedroom 
units,  ranging  in  size  from  360  to  1,195  sq.ft.  The  Inclusionary  Housing  Ordinance  (Planning  Code, 
Section  315.4)  would  require  twelve  percent,  or  eight  of  the  proposed  65  units  to  be  below  market 
rate  units  distributed  throughout  the  project.^ 

The  proposed  project  would  have  3,730  sq.ft.  of  common  open  space  in  two  open  courtyards  on  the 
first  floor.  Similar  to  the  existing  buildings,  the  proposed  first-floor  main  entrance  to  the  residential 
lobby  would  be  from  Hyde  Street.  The  lobby  would  have  an  elevator  and  a  set  of  stairs  and  connect 
to  an  interior  courtyard  that  would  be  open  above  through  the  fourth  floor.  The  second  stairwell 
would  be  located  in  the  northwestern  comer  of  the  building.  The  other  open  space  courtyard  would 
be  located  outside  the  new  building  in  the  existing  alley  along  the  western  property  line.  The  four 
existing  street  trees  along  Eddy  Street  and  the  two  street  trees  along  Hyde  Street  would  be  retained 
with  the  proposed  project.  No  additional  street  trees  are  proposed. 

If  approved,  construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  estimated  to  occur  over  approximately  1 8 
months.  The  project  sponsor  is  AFE  Hyde  Street,  LLC  and  the  project  architect  is  Brand  +  Allen 
Architects,  Inc. 

B.       PROJECT  SETTING 

The  rectangular-shaped  18,768-sq.ft.  project  site  (Assessor's  Block  336,  Lot  20)  is  located  on  the 
southwest  comer  of  the  intersection  of  Hyde  and  Eddy  Streets  on  the  block  bound  by  Eddy  and  Turk 
Streets  to  the  north  and  south  and  Hyde  and  Larkin  Streets  to  the  east  and  west.  The  project  site  is 
within  a  RC-4  (Residential-Commercial  Combined  Districts,  High  Density)  Zoning  District,  the 
North  Market-1  Special  Use  District,  and  80-T  height  and  bulk  district.  The  site  is  flat  at 
approximately  73  feet  above  Mean  Sea  Level  with  the  surrounding  area  sloping  gently  to  the 
southeast. 


On  August  1,  2006,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  amendments  to  Planning  Code  Section  3 1 5,  including 
reducing  the  residential  threshold  for  which  the  program  applies  from  ten  or  more,  to  five  or  more,  unit 
developments,  as  well  as  increasing  the  required  amount  of  inclusionary  housing  from  twelve  to  fifteen  percent  on- 
site.  However,  pursuant  to  the  amended  Planning  Code  Secfion  135.3(b)(2),  these  changes  are  not  applicable  to 
projects  for  which  an  environmental  evaluafion  application  was  filed  prior  to  July  1 8,  2006,  and  which  do  not 
require  a  zoning  map  or  Planning  Code  amendment  for  the  residential  development.  The  environmental  evaluation 
application  for  the  proposed  project  was  filed  on  August  5,  2005  and  would  not  require  a  zoning  map  or  Planning 
Code  text  amendment. 
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The  area  within  two  blocks  of  the  project  site  is  a  mixed  urban  area,  comprised  mainly  of  multi-unit 
residential  with  ground-floor  retail  land  use,  but  also  including  offices,  government  buildings,  utility 
facilities,  retail,  automotive  repair,  restaurants  and  bars,  hotels,  and  parking  lots  (see  Section  E.l. 
Land  Use  and  Land  Use  Planning,  for  a  more  detailed  description  of  surrounding  land  uses). 
Adjacent  to  the  project  site  to  the  south  is  a  120-unit,  six-story  apartment  building  at  225  Hyde  Street 
with  the  Hyde  &  Turk  Mini-Park  at  the  comer  of  Turk  Street.  Adjacent  to  the  project  site  to  the  west 
at  545  Eddy  Street  is  a  two-story-over-basement  industrial  building  used  for  auto  repair  on  the 
ground  floor  and  basement  and  a  body  shop  on  the  second  floor.  Further  west  on  Eddy  Street  in  the 
project  block  are  three  residential  apartment  buildings  (a  six-story,  20-unit  building  at  587  Eddy 
Street,  a  seven-story  16-unit  building  at  575  Eddy  Street,  and  a  seven-story,  20-unit  building  at  555 
Eddy  Street).  Across  Hyde  Street  from  the  project  site  are  a  five-story  and  a  seven-story  apartment 
building,  and  east  along  the  block,  a  two-story  office  building,  a  three-story  residential  building,  and 
a  26-space  surface  parking  lot  at  the  comer  with  Turk  Street.  Directly  across  Eddy  Street  from  the 
project  site  is  a  seven-story  apartment  building  with  ground-floor  retail  at  the  comer  of  Hyde  Street 
and  a  45-car  surface  parking  lot,  and  further  west  along  Eddy  Street,  a  PG&E  Substation  on  the 
western  half  of  the  block  ending  at  Larkin  Street. 

Beyond  the  project  block  is  the  20-story  Federal  Building  two  blocks  to  the  southwest  at  450  Golden 
Gate  Avenue,  the  eight-story  150-unit  senior  center  at  430  Turk  Street  and  the  one-  and  two-story 
Phoenix  Hotel.  Rulfs  File  Exchange  at  125  Hyde  Street  one  block  south  is  listed  in  Article  1 1  of  the 
San  Francisco  Planning  Code  {Planning  Code)  as  a  Category  I  (most  important)  building  of 
architectural,  historical,  and  aesthetic  importance.  San  Francisco  City  Hall  and  civic  center  area, 
three  blocks  south  of  the  project  site,  includes  such  uses  as  the  performing  arts  buildings,  Asian  Art 
Museum,  the  main  library.  United  Nations  Plaza  and  state  and  federal  govemment  buildings.  Five 
blocks  directly  east  of  the  project  site  along  Eddy  Street  is  the  Powell  Street  Muni  and  BART 
Station,  and  Union  Square,  the  heart  of  San  Francisco's  regional  shopping  district,  is  three  blocks 
north  of  these  the  transit  stations. 
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C.       COMPATIBILITY  WITH  ZONING,  PLANS,  AND  POLICIES 

Applicable  Not  Applicable 

Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations,  or  changes  proposed  to  the  ^  |  | 

Planning  Code  or  Zoning  Map,  if  applicable. 

Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted  plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or  ^  [  | 

Region,  if  applicable. 

Discuss  any  approvals  and/or  permits  from  City  departments  other  than  the  ^ 
Planning  Department  or  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection,  or  from 
Regional,  State,  or  Federal  Agencies. 


San  Francisco  Planning  Code 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  (Planning  Code),  which  incorporates  by  reference  the  City's 
Zoning  Maps,  implements  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  (General  Plan)  and  governs  permitted 
uses,  densities,  and  configuration  of  buildings  within  the  City.  Permits  to  alter  or  demolish  existing 
buildings  or  construct  new  ones  may  not  be  issued  unless  either  the  proposed  project  conforms  to  the 
Planning  Code,  allowable  exceptions  are  granted  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Planning  Code,  or 
amendments  to  the  Planning  Code  are  included  as  part  of  the  project. 

The  project  site  is  located  within  a  RC-4  (Residential-Commercial  Combined,  High  Density)  zoning 
district,  in  the  North  of  Market  Residential  Special  Use  District,  Subarea  Number  One  (Section 
249.5),  and  in  an  80-T  height  and  bulk  district.  RC-4  districts,  or  High  Density  Residential- 
Commercial  Combined  districts,  encourage  a  combination  of  high-density  residential  dwellings  with 
compatible  commercial  uses,  typically  on  the  ground  floor  and  neighborhood-serving,  to  protect  and 
enhance  neighborhoods  with  a  mixed-use  character.  The  North  of  Market  Residential  Special  Use 
District,  Subarea  Number  One,  adds  additional  controls  to  underlying  RC-4  and  Public  zoning 
districts  by:  (1)  protecting  and  enhancing  important  housing  resources  in  the  area;  (2)  conserving 
and  upgrading  existing  low  and  moderate  income  housing;  (3)  preserving  buildings  of  architectural 
and  historic  importance;  (4)  preserving  the  existing  scale  of  development;  (5)  maintaining  sunlight  in 
public  spaces;  (6)  encouraging  new  infill  housing  at  a  compatible  density;  (7)  limiting  development 
of  tourist  hotels  and  other  commercial  uses  that  could  adversely  impact  the  residential  nature  of  the 
area;  and  (8)  limiting  the  number  of  commercial  establishments  which  are  not  intended  primarily  for 
residents  of  the  area. 
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The  proposed  residential  project  would  be  compatible  with  land  uses  and  zoning  in  the  community. 
The  proposed  65  dwelling  units  on  the  approximately  26,640  sq.ft.  site,  would  be  well  within  the 
allowable  residential  density  of  one  dwelling  unit  for  every  125  sq.ft.  of  lot  area  (the  proposed 
project's  65  units  would  yield  a  residential  density  of  about  one  unit  for  every  288  sq.ft.  of  lot  area). 
The  proposed  project  would  preserve  the  facades  of  the  historic  Film  Exchange  Building,  and  be 
seismically  upgraded.  The  proposed  project  would  be  new  infill  housing,  would  preserve  the 
existing  scale  of  development  in  the  area,  and  would  provide  eight  affordable  housing  units. 

The  proposed  project  is  located  within  an  80-T  height  and  bulk  district,  which  limits  building  height 
to  80  feet  and  building  mass  to  100  feet  in  length  and  125  feet  on  the  diagonal  for  the  portions  of 
buildings  above  40  feet.  The  North  of  Market  Special  Use  district  allows  for  a  setback  requirement 
as  necessary  to  maintain  the  prevailing  street  wall,  as  part  of  a  Conditional  Use  authorization,  at  a 
building  height  of  50  to  80  feet.''  At  less  than  40  feet  in  height,  the  proposed  project  would  not 
require  a  setback,  nor  would  it  require  a  Conditional  Use  authorization.  The  proposed  project  with 
the  proposed  building  design  would  be  consistent  within  the  80-T  height  and  bulk  district,  and 
additional  height  and  bulk  limitations  in  the  RC-4  zoning  district. 

Variances,  as  allowed  under  the  Planning  Code,  would  be  required  for  the  following:  (1)  proposed 
rear  yard  modification;  (2)  dwelling  unit  exposure;  (3)  usable  open  space  requirements;  and  (4)  off- 
street  parking  (Planning  Code  Section  135(g)(2)). 

■  In  accordance  with  Section  1 34(a),  the  project  would  be  required  to  maintain  a  25  percent  rear 
yard  setback  (assuming  frontage  on  Hyde  Street,  the  building  would  need  a  34-foot,  4.5-inch 
setback).  The  existing  structure  is  set  back  sixteen  feet,  nine  inches  (from  the  rear  lot  line)  and 
the  project  sponsor  would  request  that  the  proposed  fourth  floor  addition  be  permitted  within  the 
existing  building's  footprint. 

■  Planning  Code  Section  140  stipulates  that  at  least  one  room  per  dwelling  unit  face  onto  an 
exterior  space  of  at  least  25  feet  in  depth.  To  minimize  demolition  of  the  fafades,  the  project 
sponsor  would  request  a  variance  for  those  units  not  provided  with  street  frontage. 

Pursuant  to  Section  135(g)(2),  the  proposed  project  is  required  to  have  3,120  sq.ft.  of  common 
open  space  of  a  width  of  at  least  20  feet,  and  while  the  proposed  project  would  have  more 
common  open  space  than  is  required,  it  is  located  in  the  16-foot,  9-inch  backyard  and  the  1 8-foot, 
4-inch  central  courtyard.  This  section  further  requires  that  any  common  space  not  be  enclosed  by 
walls  higher  than  the  corresponding  width.  The  enclosing  walls  for  the  courtyard  and  backyard 


San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  Section  270,  Bulk  Limits:  Measurement,  and  Section  132.2,  Setbacks:  North  of 
Market  Residential  Special  Use  District. 


Case  No.  2005.0762E 


14 


245  Hyde  Street  Residential  Project 


are  approximately  40  feet  tall,  and  the  project  sponsor  would  request  a  variance  to  minimize 
demolition  of  the  existing  wails. 

Section  151  of  the  Planning  Code  requires  one  parking  space  per  four  dwelling  units  in  the  RC-4 
district,  and  the  proposed  project  with  65  dwelling  units,  would  therefore  require  16  off-street 
parking  spaces.  Similar  to  the  existing  buildings,  the  proposed  project  would  not  provide  parking 
on-site,  and  would  therefore  require  a  variance  from  parking  requirements  pursuant  to  Section 
305  of  the  Planning  Code. 

The  Film  Exchange  Building  on-site  is  a  historical  resource  as  defined  by  CEQA,  and  review  of  the 
proposed  project  design  is  required  to  determine  whether  the  proposed  project  is  consistent  with 
consistency  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Guidelines  for  Rehabilitation  (Guidelines).  Elements 
of  the  proposed  project  and  their  consistency  with  the  Guidelines  are  discussed  further  in  Topic  4: 
Cultural  Resources,  and  the  proposed  project  design  was  found  to  be  consistent. 

Section  315  of  the  Planning  Code  sets  forth  the  requirements  and  procedures  for  the  Residential 
Inclusionary  Affordable  Housing  Program.  Under  Section  315.4,  these  requirements  would  apply  to 
projects  that  consist  of  ten  or  more  units,  including  the  proposed  project.^  The  proposed  project  shall 
comply  with  this  by  providing  inclusionary  housing  on-site. 

The  proposed  project  would  require  further  review  and  approval  by  the  Department  of  Building 
Inspection  (DBl)  for  demolition  and  site  permits  and  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  for 
street  tree  protection,  and  any  work  within  the  public  right-of-way,  including  sidewalks. 

Plans  and  Policies 

San  Francisco  Plans  and  Policies 

In  addition  to  the  Planning  Code  requirements,  development  in  the  City  is  subject  to  general  policies 
and  objectives  of  the  General  Plan,  which  serve  to  guide  land  use  decisions.  Any  conflict  between 
the  proposed  project  and  policies  that  relate  to  physical  environmental  issues  is  discussed  in 
Section  E.,  Evaluation  of  Environmental  Effects.  Environmental  plans  and  policies  are  those,  like 
the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan  and  the  Bay  Area  2005  Ozone  Strategy,  that  directly  address  physical 


As  previously  discussed,  amendments  to  Planning  Code  Section  315,  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on 
August  1,  2006,  are  not  applicable  to  projects  for  which  an  environmental  evaluation  application  was  filed  prior  to 
July  18,  2006,  and  which  do  not  require  a  zoning  map  or  Planning  Code  amendment  for  the  residential  development. 
The  environmental  evaluation  application  for  the  proposed  project  was  filed  on  August  1 5,  2005  and  would  not 
require  a  zoning  map  or  Planning  Code  text  amendment. 
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environmental  issues  and/or  contain  targets  or  standards  that  must  be  met  in  order  to  preserve  or 
improve  characteristics  of  the  city's  physical  environment.  The  proposed  project  would  not 
obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  any  such  adopted  environmental  plan  or  policy. 

Decision-makers,  as  part  of  their  decision  of  whether  to  approve  or  disapprove  the  proposed  project, 
would  consider  the  compatibility  of  the  proposed  project  with  General  Plan  policies  that  do  not 
relate  to  physical  environmental  issues.  Potential  conflicts  with  General  Plan  policies,  identified  as 
part  of  the  project  review  process,  would  not  alter  the  physical  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed 
project,  which  are  assessed  and  addressed  in  the  environmental  review.  Some  of  the  objectives  and 
policies  of  the  General  Plan's  Urban  Design  Element  and  Housing  Element  are  applicable  to  the 
proposed  project,  as  follows: 

Urban  Design  Element 

OBJECTIVE  2:  Conservation  of  resources  that  provide  a  sense  of  nature,  continuity  with  the 
past,  and  freedom  from  overcrowding. 

POLICY  2.4:  Preserve  notable  landmarks  and  areas  of  historic,  architectural  or  aesthetic 
value,  and  promote  the  preservation  of  other  buildings  and  features  that  provide 
continuity  with  past  development. 

POLICY  2.5:  Use  care  in  remodeling  of  older  buildings  to  enhance  rather  than  weaken 
the  original  character  of  such  buildings. 

POLICY  2.6:  Respect  the  character  of  older  development  nearby  in  the  design  of  new 
buildings. 

OBJECTIVE  3:  Moderation  of  major  new  development  to  complement  the  city  pattern,  the 
resources  to  be  conserved,  and  the  neighborhood  environment. 

POLICY  3.1:  Promote  harmony  in  the  visual  relationships  and  transitions  between  new 
and  older  buildings. 

POLICY  3.4:  Promote  building  forms  that  will  respect  and  improve  the  integrity  of  open 
spaces  and  other  public  areas. 

POLICY  3.5:  Relate  the  height  of  buildings  to  important  attributes  of  the  city  pattern  and 
to  the  height  and  character  of  existing  development. 

POLICY  3.6:  Relate  the  bulk  of  buildings  to  the  prevailing  scale  of  development  to 
avoid  an  overwhelming  or  dominating  appearance  in  new  construction. 
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Housing  Element 

OBJECTIVE  1:  To  provide  new  housing,  especially  permanently  affordable  housing,  in 
appropriate  locations  which  meets  identified  housing  needs  and  takes  into  account  the 
demand  for  affordable  housing  created  by  employment  demand. 

POLICY  1.4:  Locate  in-fill  housing  on  appropriate  sites  in  established  residential 
neighborhoods. 

OBJECTIVE  4:  Support  affordable  housing  production  by  increasing  site  availability  and 
capacity. 

POLICY  4.2:  Include  affordable  units  in  larger  housing  projects. 

In  November  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning 
Initiative,  which  added  Section  101.1  to  the  Planning  Code  to  establish  eight  Priority  Policies.  These 
policies,  and  the  sections  of  this  Environmental  Evaluation  addressing  the  environmental  issues 
associated  with  the  policies  are:  (1)  preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail 
uses;  (2)  protection  of  neighborhood  character  (Question  Ic,  Land  Use);  (3)  preservation  and 
enhancement  of  affordable  housing  (Question  3b,  Population  and  Housing,  with  regard  to  housing 
supply  and  displacement  issues);  (4)  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles  (Questions  5a,  b,  f, 
and  g.  Transportation  and  Circulation);  (5)  protection  of  industrial  and  service  land  uses  from 
commercial  office  development  and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business  ownership 
(Question  Ic,  Land  Use);  (6)  maximization  of  earthquake  preparedness  (Questions  13  a-d.  Geology, 
Soils,  and  Seismicity);  (7)  landmark  and  historic  building  preservation  (Question  4a,  Cultural 
Resources);  and  (8)  protection  of  open  space  (Questions  8  a  and  b.  Wind  and  Shadow,  and  Questions 
9a  and  c,  Recreation). 

Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  project  that  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  and  prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  demolition,  conversion,  or 
change  of  use,  and  prior  to  taking  any  action  that  requires  a  finding  of  consistency  with  the  General 
Plan,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  or  legislation  would  be  consistent  with  the 
Priority  Policies.  As  noted  above,  the  consistency  of  the  proposed  project  with  the  environmental 
topics  associated  with  the  Priority  Policies  is  discussed  in  Section  E,  Evaluation  of  Environmental 
Effects,  providing  information  for  use  in  the  case  report  for  the  proposed  project.  The  case  report 
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and  approval  motions  for  the  proposed  project  will  contain  the  Department's  comprehensive  project 
analysis  and  findings  regarding  consistency  of  the  proposed  project  with  the  Priority  Policies. 


Regional  Plans  and  Policies 

The  five  principal  regional  planning  agencies  and  their  policy  plans  that  guide  planning  in  the  nine- 
county  Bay  Area  include  (1)  the  Association  for  Bay  Area  Governments'  A  Land  Use  Policy 
Framework  and  Projections  2005,  (2)  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District's 
(BAAQMD's)  Clean  Air  Plan  (CAP)  and  Bay  Area  2005  Ozone  Strategy,  (3)  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission's  Regional  Transportation  Plan  (RTP)  -  Transportation  2030,  (4)  the 
San  Francisco  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board's  (RWQCB's)  San  Francisco  Basin  Plan,  and 
(5)  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission's  San  Francisco  Bay  Plan. 
Due  to  the  size  and  nature  of  the  proposed  project,  there  would  be  no  anticipated  conflicts  with 
regional  plans. 


The  proposed  project  could  potentially  affect  ("Potentially  Significant  Impact"  or  "Less  than  Significant 
Impact  with  Mitigation  Incorporated")  the  environmental  factors  checked  below.  The  following  pages 
present  a  more  detailed  checklist  and  discussion  of  each  environmental  factor. 


E.       EVALUATION  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

All  items  on  the  Initial  Study  Environmental  Evaluation  Checklist  have  been  checked  either  "Not 
Applicable,"  "No  Impact,"  "Less  Than  Significant,"  or  "Less  Than  Significant  with  Mitigation 
Incorporated."  These  categories  indicate  that,  upon  evaluation,  staff  has  determined  that  the 
proposed  project  could  not  have  a  significant  adverse  environmental  effect  in  relation  to  these  items. 
For  checklist  items  checked  other  than  "Not  Applicable,"  the  Initial  Study  discusses  that  particular 
issue.  For  all  of  the  items  checked  "Not  Applicable",  the  conclusions  regarding  potential  significant 
adverse  environmental  effects  are  based  on  field  observation,  staff,  and  consultant  experience  and 
expertise  on  similar  projects,  and/or  standard  reference  material  available  within  the  Planning 


D. 


SUMMARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


I   1  Land  Use 

I   I  Aesthetics 

I    I  Population  and  Housing 

^  Cultural  Resources 

I    I  Transportation  and  Circulation 

I    I  Noise 


13  Air  Quality 

I   I  Wind  and  Shadow 

I   I  Recreation 

I    I  Utilities  and  Service  Systems 

I    I  Public  Services 

I    I  Biological  Resources 


I   I  Geology  and  Soils 

I    I  Hydrology  and  Water  Quality 

^  Hazards/Hazardous  Materials 

I   I  Mineral/Energy  Resources 

I    I  Agricultural  Resources 

I    I  Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance 
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Department,  such  as  the  Department's  Transportation  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review,  or  the 
California  Natural  Diversity  Data  Base  and  maps,  published  by  the  California  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game.  For  each  checklist  item,  the  evaluation  has  considered  both  the  individual  and  cumulative 
impacts  of  the  proposed  project. 

Less  Than 

Potentially         Significant  with         Less  Than 
Significant  Mitigation  Significant  No 

Topics:  Impact  Incorporated  Impact  Impact      Not  Applicable 


].     LAND  USE  AND  LAND  USE  PLANNING— 
Would  the  project: 


a)  Physically  divide  an  established  cornmunity?  Q  |^  Q  ^  Q 

b)  Conflict  with  any  applicable  land  use  plan,  policy,  or  [j^  ^ 
regulation  of  an  agency  with  jurisdiction  over  the  project 

(including,  but  not  limited  to  the  general  plan,  specific 
plan,  local  coastal  program,  or  zoning  ordinance) 
adopted  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  or  mitigating  an 
environmental  effect? 

c)  Have  a  substantial  impact  upon  the  existing  character  of  |^ 
the  vicinity? 


The  project  site  is  located  near  downtown  San  Francisco  within  the  Tenderloin  neighborhood, 
approximately  three  blocks  northeast  of  the  Civic  Center  and  five  blocks  west  of  the  Powell  Street 
BART  Station.  It  is  on  the  southwest  comer  of  the  intersection  of  Hyde  and  Eddy  Streets,  on  the 
block  bound  by  Eddy  Street  on  the  north,  Hyde  Street  on  the  east,  Turk  Street  on  the  south,  and 
Larkin  Street  on  the  west  (Assessor's  Block  0336,  Lot  20).  The  project  parcel  and  adjacent  parcels 
are  located  within  a  RC-4  zoning  district,  the  North  of  Market  Residential  Special  Use  District 
(Subarea  No.  1),  and  the  80-T  height  and  bulk  district.  Surrounding  zoning  districts  include  the 
public  use  (P)  of  Civic  Center  to  the  south.  Downtown  General  Commercial  (C-3-G)  district  to  the 
east.  Neighborhood  Commercial  use  along  Polk  Street  to  the  west,  and  the  Van  Ness  Special  Use 
District  one  block  west  of  Polk  Street.  Surrounding  height  and  bulk  districts  include  80-X  to  the 
south  and  east,  130-E  and  130-V  to  the  north  and  west  along  Van  Ness  Avenue,  which  transition  to 
lower  80-S  and  40-X  districts. 

Generally,  land  use  in  the  Tenderloin  neighborhood  around  the  project  site  consists  of  three-  to  eight- 
story  apartment  buildings  or  residence  or  tourist  hotels  with  small  ground  floor  retail  uses, 
predominantly  small  convenience  markets,  laundromats,  and  bars.  There  are  some  one-  to  two-story 
light  industrial  buildings  with  automotive  uses  (repair,  body  shop,  tire  and  brake),  and  a  number  of 
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surface  parking  lots.  Office  uses  and  related  services  are  less  frequent  and  often  are  non-profit 
organizations,  sometimes  with  social  services  delivered  on  site. 

Adjacent  to  the  project  site  to  the  south  is  a  six-story  mixed-use  120-unit  apartment  building  with  a 
ground  floor  restaurant  located  at  225-227  Hyde  Street.  The  Hyde  &  Turk  Mini-Park  located  on  the 
comer  of  Hyde  and  Turk  Streets  is  next  to  this  apartment  building.  Adjacent  to  the  project  site  to  the 
west  along  Eddy  Street  is  a  two-story-over-basement  light  industrial  building  at  545  Eddy  Street  with 
a  body  shop  and  auto  repair  business.  Further  west  on  the  project  block  are  three  multi-unit 
residential  buildings  without  ground  floor  retail  uses:  a  six-story,  20-unit  building  at  587  Eddy 
Street;  a  seven-story  16-unit  building  at  575  Eddy  Street;  and  a  seven-story,  20-unit  building  at  555 
Eddy  Street. 

Directly  across  Hyde  Street  from  the  project  site  is  a  five-story  residential  hotel  (493  Eddy  Street) 
with  a  ground  floor  market  and  two  coffee  shops  and  a  seven-story  residential  hotel.  Diagonally 
across  Hyde  Street  from  the  project  site  on  the  northeast  corner  of  the  Hyde-Eddy  intersection  is  a 
four-story  apartment  building  at  300  Hyde  Street  with  ground  floor  retail  uses  including  a  laundromat 
facing  Hyde  Street,  a  bar  on  the  comer,  and  a  market  facing  Eddy  Street.  Further  development  along 
Hyde  Street  in  both  directions  includes  two-  to  eight-story  multi-unit  apartment  or  residential  hotel 
buildings,  often  with  ground-floor  commercial  space  used  predominantly  for  markets,  bars, 
laundromats,  and  the  occasional  copy  shop  or  other  business  service,  and  surface  parking  lots. 
Directly  across  Eddy  Street  from  the  project  site  is  a  seven-story  apartment  building  with  ground- 
floor  retail,  also  a  small  market,  at  the  comer  of  Hyde  Street,  and  a  45-car  surface  parking  lot.  A 
PG&E  Substation  occupies  the  rest  of  the  block  west  to  Larkin  Street. 

Development  outside  the  immediate  project  vicinity  is  similar,  but  more  varied.  Land  uses  are 
mixed,  composed  primarily  of  multi-unit  apartment  buildings  and  residential  and  tourist  hotels,  often 
with  ground-floor  retail  such  as  markets,  coffee  shops,  bars,  and  laundromats.  There  are  also  one- 
and  two-story  automotive  repair  uses  in  industrial  buildings  and  surface  parking  lots.  Building 
heights  vary  throughout  the  project  vicinity,  with  a  majority  ranging  from  three  to  eight  stories  tall, 
and  include  a  smaller  set  of  one-  to  two-story  buildings  and  nine-  to  fourteen-story  buildings.  Further 
from  the  project  site  on  the  project  block  is  an  eight-story  150-unit  senior  center  at  430  Turk  Street,  a 
25-unit  apartment  building  at  430  Turk  Street,  and  a  two-story  office  building  with  ground-floor 
restaurant  at  468-476  Turk  Street.  On  Larkin  Street  there  are  two  seven-story  54-unit  apartment 
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buildings  and  three  six-story  24-unit  apartment  buildings,  all  with  ground-floor  retail,  including  a 
sandwich  shop,  laundromat,  travel  business,  take-out  restaurant,  and  market.  In  the  block  east  of  the 
project  site  on  Eddy  Street  is  a  14-story  apartment  building  at  455  Eddy  Street.  At  459  Eddy  Street  is 
a  five-story  apartment  building  with  offices  for  the  Community  Awareness  and  Treatment  Services 
(CATS)  on  the  ground  floor  with  the  upper  floors  used  for  program  residences. 

Beyond  the  project  area  is  the  20-story  Federal  Building  at  450  Golden  Gate  Avenue  two  blocks  to 
the  south,  and  the  one-  and  two-story  Phoenix  Hotel  across  Larkin  Street  from  the  project  block  to 
the  west.  The  Civic  Center  area  three  blocks  south  of  the  project  site  includes  such  uses  as  the  City 
Hall,  performing  arts  buildings,  Asian  Art  Museum,  the  main  City  Library,  United  Nations  Plaza,  and 
surrounding  government  and  private  office  buildings.  Five  blocks  directly  east  of  the  project  site 
along  Eddy  Street  is  the  Powell  Street  Muni  and  BART  Station,  and  Union  Square,  the  heart  of  San 
Francisco's  regional  shopping  district,  is  three  blocks  north  of  these  the  transit  stations. 

Land  use  impacts  of  projects  are  considered  to  be  significant  if  the  proposed  project  would  divide  or 
disrupt  the  physical  arrangement  of  an  established  community,  conflict  with  applicable  land  use 
plans,  policies,  or  regulations  as  they  relate  to  environmental  effects,  or  substantially  and  adversely 
change  the  vicinity's  existing  land  use  character. 

Community  Division 

The  proposed  project  would  renovate  and  increase  the  size  of  existing  buildings  on  the  project  site, 
but  would  retain  the  existing  building  fa9ades  along  Hyde  and  Eddy  Streets.  The  proposed  project 
would  be  constructed  within  the  existing  lot  boundaries,  would  not  interfere  with  or  change  the 
existing  street  plan,  and  would  not  impede  the  passage  of  persons  or  vehicles.  The  private,  gated  and 
locked,  driveway  along  the  project  site's  western  boundary  and  accessed  from  Eddy  Street  is 
occasionally  used  by  remaining  tenants,  but  not  by  other  businesses  in  the  area.  The  proposed 
project  would  replace  the  driveway  with  an  open  courtyard  for  the  proposed  residential  use.  Primary 
access  to  the  proposed  project  would  be  from  the  front  of  the  proposed  residential  building  along 
Hyde  Street.  The  surrounding  uses  and  activities  described  above  would  remain  in  place  and  would 
interrelate  with  each  other  as  they  do  at  present.  The  proposed  project  would,  therefore,  not  disrupt 
or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  the  existing  community. 
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Conflict  with  Adopted  Plans  and  Regulations 

As  described  above  in  Section  l.C,  Compatibility  with  Zoning,  Plans,  and  Policies,  the  proposed 
project  would  not  obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  any  applicable  land  use  plan,  policy,  or 
regulation  of  an  agency  with  jurisdiction  over  the  project  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  or 
mitigating  an  environmental  effect.  Environmental  plans  and  policies  noted  directly  address 
environmental  issues  and,  where  applicable,  contain  targets  or  standards  that  must  be  met  in  order  to 
preserve  or  improve  characteristics  of  the  City's  physical  environment.  The  proposed  project  would 
not  obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  any  such  adopted  environmental  plans  or  policies. 

Land  Use  Character 

The  proposed  change  of  land  use  from  the  existing  mixed-use  office  and  retail  buildings  to  the 
proposed  65-unit  residential  building  would  not  introduce  a  new  or  incompatible  land  use  to  the  area. 
As  discussed  above,  the  Tenderloin  neighborhood  in  this  location  contains  a  mixture  of  high-density 
multi-unit  residential,  commercial,  office,  and  light  industrial  development.  The  proposed  uses  are 
also  consistent  with  the  RC-4  zoning  district.  The  proposed  residential  land  use  and  intensity  would 
therefore,  be  consistent  with  other  residential  structures  and  the  mixture  of  land  uses  present  in  the 
project  vicinity. 

The  scale  and  massing  of  the  proposed  building  addition,  by  preserving  the  existing  fa9ades  along 
Hyde  and  Eddy  Streets  and  adding  approximately  eight  feet  to  the  existing  building  height,  would  be 
consistent  with  the  controls  of  the  80-T  height  and  bulk  district,  and  in  most  cases  smaller  than 
adjacent  three-  to  eight-story  multi-unit  residential  and  commercial  buildings  on  the  block  and  in  the 
surrounding  area. 

Considering  the  above,  the  proposed  project's  change  of  land  uses  and  intensity  on  the  project  site 
would  not  substantially  change  or  adversely  affect  the  character  of  surrounding  land  uses  and  would 
therefore,  not  be  considered  a  significant  impact. 

Conclusion 

The  proposed  project  would  change  land  use  on  the  project  site  from  office  to  residential,  but  would 
not  physically  divide  an  established  community,  conflict  with  adopted  land  use  plans,  or  substantially 
and  adversely  alter  the  land  use  character  of  the  vicinity.  The  proposed  project's  land  use  impacts 
would  therefore  be  considered  less  than  significant. 
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Topics: 
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2.  AESTHETICS— Would  the  project: 

a)     Have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  a  scenic  vista? 
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b)  Substantially  damage  scenic  resources,  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  trees,  rock  outcroppings,  and  other  features  of 
the  built  or  natural  environment  which  contribute  to  a 
scenic  public  setting? 

c)  Substantially  degrade  the  existing  visual  character  or 
■quality  of  the  site  and  its  surroundings? 

d)  Create  a  new  source  of  substantial  light  or  glare  which 
would  adversely  affect  day  or  nighttime  views  in  the 
area  or  which  would  substantially  impact  other  people  or 
properties? 
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Design  and  aesthetics  are  by  definition  subjective,  and  open  to  interpretation  by  decision  makers  and 
members  of  the  public.  This  section  evaluates  how  the  proposed  project  design  relates  to  the 
surrounding  visual  character,  heights  and  building  types,  and  its  potential  to  obstruct  public  scenic 
views  or  vistas  and  increase  light  and  glare.  The  proposed  project's  building  design  and  aesthetic 
would  be  considered  by  the  Planning  Department  and  Planning  Commission  as  part  of  the  project 
review,  a  process  separate  from  the  environmental  review.  Under  CEQA,  a  proposed  project  would 
be  considered  to  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  visual  quality  only  if  it  would  cause  a 
substantial  and  demonstrable  negative  change. 

Scenic  Vistas  and  Views 

Physical  elements,  such  as  buildings  and  structures  define  lines  of  sight  and  view  corridors.  Some  of 
San  Francisco's  view  corridors,  particularly  those  down  its  numerous  hills,  yield  spectacular  views  of 
San  Francisco  Bay.  Due  to  the  flat  topography  and  interior  location  of  the  project  vicinity,  scenic 
vistas  and  views  from  adjacent  streets  and  sidewalks  are  limited  to  surrounding  urban  development 
and  intervening  buildings.  The  Eddy  Street  and  Hyde  Street  view  corridors  to  the  north,  south,  east 
and  west,  yield  typical  urban  views  of  cars,  buildings,  skyline,  and  sky.  Such  urban  views  to  the  east 
along  Eddy  Street  end  approximately  five  blocks  with  the  diagonal  intersection  with  Market  Street 
and  surrounding  development.  Similarly  views  to  the  west  along  Eddy  Street  and  north  and  south 
along  Hyde  Street  consist  of  streets  and  surrounding  taller  development. 
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A  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  scenic  vistas  if  it  would  substantially  degrade  important 
public  view  corridors  and  obstruct  scenic  views  from  public  areas  viewable  by  a  substantial  number 
of  people.  The  proposed  project  would  raise  the  height  of  the  existing  buildings  approximately  eight 
feet  with  the  addition  of  one  story,  to  approximately  38  feet.  Although  lower  than  many  buildings  in 
the  vicinity  that  vary  from  five  to  eight  stories,  the  proposed  one-story  addition  would  be  apparent  in 
short-range  views  and  from  nearby  occupants  and  businesses.  However,  the  proposed  building 
would  be  indistinguishable  in  long-range  views  and  the  proposed  approximately  eight-foot  vertical 
addition  would  not  change  the  existing  footprint  of  the  buildings  or  their  relationship  to  surrounding 
developments  that  define  the  Hyde  Street  and  Eddy  Street  urban  view  corridors.  Public  open  spaces 
in  the  vicinity,  approximately  two  blocks  from  the  proposed  project,  include  the  Hyde-Turk  Mini 
Park  one-half  block  to  the  south  and  the  Tenderloin  Children's  Recreation  Center  on  Ellis  Street 
between  Hyde  and  Leavenworth  one  and  one-half  block  northeast  of  the  project  site.  The  project  site 
is  not  visible  from  these,  or  more  distant  public  open  spaces  due  to  intervening  buildings,  many  of 
which  are  one  to  six  stories  taller  than  the  existing  buildings.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would 
not  substantially  alter  a  public  view  or  view  corridors,  or  degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic  view  or  vista 
in  the  project  vicinity. 

Views,  or  portions  of  views,  of  sky  or  other  buildings  in  the  area,  from  some  nearby  private  lots 
looking  over  the  existing  site  would  likely  change  with  the  one-story  addition.  The  proposed  project 
would  be  visible  from  some  multi-unit  residential  buildings  in  the  project  vicinity.  Although  the 
changed  private  views  for  some  nearby  residents  would  be  an  unavoidable  consequence  of  the 
proposed  project  and  may  be  an  undesirable  change  for  some  individuals,  the  change  in  views,  given 
the  dense  urban  setting  and  one-story  addition  of  the  proposed  project,  changes  in  private  views 
would  not  be  considered  significant. 

Scenic  Resources 

Scenic  resources  include  trees,  rock  outcroppings,  and  other  features  of  the  built  or  natural 
environment  that  contribute  to  a  scenic  public  setting.  The  existing  two-story  office  and  retail 
building  covers  most  of  the  project  site  and  landscaping  is  limited  to  four  existing  street  trees  along 
Eddy  Street  and  two  along  Hyde  Street.  The  existing  buildings  are  a  historical  resource  and  its  Art 
Deco  facade,  among  other  features,  contributes  to  the  defined  San  Francisco  Apartment  Hotel 
Historic  District.  Topic  4,  Cultural  Resources,  (page  28)  further  discusses  this  historic  aspect  of  the 
buildings.       The  proposed  project,  would  preserve  the  existing  buildings'  historic  fa9ades  and 
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existing  street  trees  along  Hyde  an  Eddy  Streets,  would  tend  to  blend  in  with  the  existing  urban 
development  in  the  area.  For  these  reasons,  the  proposed  project  would  not  have  a  significant  effect 
on  scenic  resources. 

Visual  Character 

The  proposed  four-story  residential  building  would  be  located  in  an  urban  mixed-use  area,  adjacent 
to  a  six-story  120-unit  apartment  building  to  the  south  and  a  two-story  approximately  30-foot-taIl 
industrial  building  to  the  west.  Surrounding  development  in  the  project  vicinity  generally  includes 
three-  to  eight-story  multi-unit  residential  buildings  with  ground-floor  retail,  with  some  one-  to  two- 
story  commercial  and  office  land  use,  such  as  restaurants,  hotels,  nonprofit  offices,  automotive 
repair,  tire  sales,  other  light  industrial  uses,  and  surface  pay  parking  lots. 

The  proposed  project  would  renovate  and  add  one  story  and  approximately  eight  feet,  nine  inches  in 
height  to  the  existing  two-story,  30-foot-tall  buildings,  and  retain  the  existing  Art  Deco  fa9ades  along 
Hyde  and  Eddy  Streets.  The  proposed  project  would  be  approximately  20  feet  shorter  than  the 
adjacent  apartment  building,  about  eight  feet  taller  than  the  adjacent  industrial  building,  and  within 
the  allowable  height  of  the  80-A  Height  and  Bulk  District.  The  proposed  addition  would  be  lower 
than  many  five-  to  eight-story  buildings  in  the  project  vicinity.  Although  the  proposed  project  would 
intensify  and  change  the  land  use  on  the  project  site,  it  would  be  consistent  with  the  mixed-use,  urban 
visual  character  of  surrounding  development  and  would  not  appear  out  of  scale  with  the  other 
buildings  in  the  project  vicinity.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  less-than-significant 
effect  on  the  visual  character  of  the  project  site  and  vicinity. 

Light  and  Glare 

Existing  lighting  at  the  two-stoiy  245  Hyde  Street  mixed-use  office  and  retail  buildings  on  the  project 
site  is  similar  to  that  of  other  commercial  and  office  use  in  the  vicinity.  Commercial  and  residential 
lighting,  signs,  and  streetlights  all  contribute  to  existing  nighttime  light  conditions.  The  proposed 
residential  building  would  introduce  outdoor  lighting  typical  of  other  residential  uses  in  the  area. 
The  proposed  project  would  be  required  to  comply  with  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9212, 
which  prohibits  the  use  of  mirrored  or  reflective  glass.  The  proposed  residential  land  use  would  not 
generate  substantially  more  light  or  glare  than  existing  land  uses  and  street  lighting  in  the  area  and 
therefore,  would  have  a  less-than-significant  impact  relating  to  light  and  glare. 
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Conclusion 

As  discussed  above,  the  proposed  project's  residential  building  would  be  one  story  taller  than  the 
existing  office  and  retail  buildings  on  the  project  site  and  would  preserve  the  existing  buildings' 
fa9ades  along  Hyde  and  Eddy  Streets.  The  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  degrade  the 
existing  visual  character  of  the  site  or  its  surroundings,  nor  would  it  substantially  affect  a  scenic  vista 
or  views,  scenic  resources,  or  create  a  substantial  new  source  of  light  and  glare  to  the  project  vicinity. 
Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  less-than-significant  aesthetic  impact. 


Less  Than 

Potentially        Significant  with  Less  Than 

Significant           Mitigation  Significant  No 

Topics:                                                                                  Impact            Incorporated  Impact           Impact      Not  Applicable 

3.     POPULATION  AND  HOUSING— 
Would  the  project: 

a)  Induce  substantial  population  growth  in  an  area,  either 
directly  (for  example,  by  proposing  new  homes  and 
businesses)  or  indirectly  (for  example,  through  extension 
of  roads  or  other  infrastructure)? 

b)  Displace  substantial  numbers  of  existing  housing  units  or 
create  demand  for  additional  housing,  necessitating  the 
construction  of  replacement  housing? 

c)  Displace  substantial  numbers  of  people,  necessitating  the 
construction  of  replacement  housing  elsewhere? 

San  Francisco  consistently  ranks  as  one  of  the  most  expensive  housing  markets  in  the  United  States. 
The  Bay  Area  is  known  for  its  agreeable  climate,  open  space,  recreational  opportunities,  cultural 
amenities,  a  strong  and  diverse  economy,  and  prominent  educational  institutions.  As  a  regional 
employment  center,  San  Francisco  attracts  people  who  want  to  live  close  to  where  they  work.  These 
factors  continue  to  support  a  strong  demand  for  housing  in  the  city.  Providing  new  housing  to  meet 
this  strong  demand  is  particularly  difficult  because  the  amount  of  land  available  is  limited,  and  land 
and  development  costs  are  relatively  high. 

Annual  housing  production  in  San  Francisco  from  1990-2005  ranged  from  a  low  of  about  290  units 
in  1993  to  a  high  of  about  2,500  units  in  2003.  The  city  wide  annual  average  over  that  16-year  period 
was  about  1,130  units.^    In  March  2001,  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG) 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Housing  Inventory  2005,  Table  2,  "San  Francisco 
Housing  Trends  1985-2005." 
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projected  regional  needs  in  the  Regional  Housing  Needs  Determination  (RHND)  1999-2006 
allocation  and  calculated  the  jurisdictional  need  of  the  City  as  20,374  dwelling  units,  or  an  average 
yearly  need  of  2,71 7  net  new  dwelling  units7 

The  existing  buildings  on  the  project  site  and  their  26,640  sq.ft.  of  office  and  retail  space  are  mostly 
vacant,  with  the  exception  of  the  Hyde  Street  Studios  music  recording  business  at  245  Hyde  Street 
and  the  Tenderloin  Housing  Clinic  at  249  Hyde  Street.  The  Hyde  Street  Studios  has  approximately 
five  employees,  and  has  been  the  recording  home  of  rock  &  roll  musical  groups  since  1967.^  The 
Tenderloin  Housing  Clinic,  with  four  employees,  moved  to  the  site  in  2006  and  operates  on  month- 
to-month  lease.  The  South  East  Asian  Food  Company,  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  project  site, 
vacated  the  building  in  October  2006.  There  are  no  residential  units  in  the  existing  buildings. 

Based  on  the  proposed  65  residential  units  and  the  average  household  size  of  1 .72  for  Census  Tract 
124  (U.S.  Census  Bureau,  Census  2000),  the  proposed  project  could  attract  an  estimated  112  new 
residents,^  The  proposed  65  market-rate  housing  units  would  meet  approximately  two-and-a-half 
percent  of  the  annual  RHND  dwelling  units  in  San  Francisco.  Residential  units  proposed  under  the 
project  would  help  address  the  City's  broader  need  for  additional  housing  in  a  citywide  context  in 
which  job  growth  and  in-migration  outpace  the  provision  of  new  housing.  The  proposed  project 
would  be  subject  to  the  Residential  Inclusionary  Affordable  Housing  Program  pursuant  to  Planning 
Code  Section  315.  ,The  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  any  residential  displacement.  As 
indicated  above,  the  existing  buildings  are  mostly  vacant,  with  the  remaining  Hyde  Street  Studios 
employing  approximately  five  employees,  and  the  Tenderloin  Housing  Clinic  employing  about  four 
employees.  The  former  approximately  2,400  square  feet  of  retail  and  24,240  square  feet  of  office 
uses  on  the  site  would  have  employed,  based  on  square  footage,  an  estimated  95  employees. '°  The 
business  and  the  five  employees  that  remain  would  need  to  relocate  to  another  site. 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Housing  Element  of  the  General  Plan,  February  2003, 
Part  I,  Section  III,  Housing  Needs,  page  65. 

^     Information  regarding  the  history  of  Hyde  Street  Studios  can  be  obtained  from  their  website, 
http://www.hydestreet.com/history.htmI,  accessed  for  this  report  on  March  12,  2007. 

^     Census  2000,  Table  QT-H3  Household  Population  and  Household  Type  by  Tenure  Summary  File  for  Census 
Tract  124.  Average  population  per  household  of  1.72  multiplied  by  65  units  yields  1 12  residents). 

Employment  generation  factor  of  350  sq.ft.  per  retail  employee  and  276  sq.ft.  for  office  employee  is  based  on 
the  Planning  Department's  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review,  October  2002. 
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While  the  proposed  project  would  increase  residential  population  on  the  project  site,  and  be 
potentially  noticeable  to  adjacent  neighbors,  the  addition  of  an  estimated  1 12  new  residents  on  the 
project  site  would  not  substantially  affect  the  existing  project  vicinity  or  area-wide  population.  The 
resulting  density  would  be  within  that  allowed  in  the  RC-4  zoning  district,  and  would  not  exceed 
levels  that  are  common  and  accepted  in  urban  areas  such  as  San  Francisco.  The  loss  of 
approximately  five  employees  and  vacant  retail  and  office  space,  would  not  substantially  affect  the 
existing  demand  for  housing  in  the  project  vicinity  or  other  portions  of  the  city. 

In  view  of  the  above,  the  proposed  project  would  not  induce  substantial  population  growth  or 
displace  substantial  numbers  of  people  or  housing  units  and  would  therefore,  not  have  a  significant 
adverse  effect  on  housing  or  population. 


Topics: 


4.     CULTURAL  RESOURCES— 
Would  the  project: 

a)     Cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of 
a  historical  resource  as  defined  in  §15064.5,  including 
those  resources  listed  in  Article  10  or  Article  1 1  of  the 
San  Francisco  Planning  Codel 
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b) 

Cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of 
a  unique  archeological  resource  pursuant  to  §15064.5? 
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c) 

Directly  or  indirectly  destroy  a  unique  paleontological 
resource  or  site  or  unique  geologic  feature? 
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d) 

Disturb  any  human  remains,  including  those  interred 
outside  of  formal  cemeteries? 
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Historic  Resources 

A  historic  structure  report  for  the  project  site  was  conducted  by  McGrew/Architects  in  December 
2001  and  the  Planning  Department  prepared  a  Historic  Resource  Evaluation  Response  Memorandum 
for  the  proposed  project.     The  following  discussion  is  based  on  these  documents."''^  The 


McGrew  /  Architects,  Landmark  Case  Report  Form  -  Bell  Brothers  Film  Exchange  and  Offices.  245-259  Hyde 
Street,  July  2001 .  This  document  is  part  of  project  file  2005.0762E  and  available  for  public  review  by  appointment 
at  the  Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco. 

April  Hesik,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Memorandum.-  Historic  Resource  Evaluation  Response,  June 
20,  2006.  This  document  is  part  of  project  file  2005.0762E  and  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the 
Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco. 
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interconnected  Art  Deco-style  reinforced-concrete  two-story  buildings  on  the  project  site  were 
constructed  in  1930  (251-259  Hyde)  and  1931  (245-249  Hyde).  Film  studios,  such  as  20th  Century 
Fox,  Loew's,  R.K.O.,  United  Artists,  and  M.G.M.,  used  these  buildings — known  collectively  as  the 
Film  Exchange  Building — for  storage  and  distribution  of  film.  The  Film  Exchange  Building  has  four 
individual  fa9ade  elements;  each  developed  in  a  different  Art  Deco  motif  with  ornamentation, 
including  castings  of  the  comedy  and  tragedy  masks  historically  associated  with  the  theater. 

Significance  Criteria 

A  historic  resource  property  evaluation  is  a  two-step  process  under  CEQA:  (1)  determine  if  the 
property  meets  the  definition  of  a  "historical  resource"  in  Section  15064.5(a)(3)  of  CEQA; 
(2)  evaluate  whether  the  proposed  project  would  substantially  and  adversely  change  the  historical 
features  of  the  building."  CEQA  (Section  15064.5)  defines  a  "substantial  adverse  change"  as 
"demolition,  destruction,  relocation,  or  alteration  of  the  resource  or  its  immediate  surroundings  such 
that  the  significance  of  a  historical  resource  would  be  materially  impaired." 

There  are  three  major  categories  that  classify  potential  historical  resources  based  on  their  listing  on 
specified  registers  or  surveys,  their  age,  and  potential  informational  value. 

Category  A.l  -  Resources  Listed  on  or  Formally  Determined  to  be  Eligible  for  the  California 
Register  of  Historical  ResourcesP  These  properties  are  historical  resources. 

Category  A.2  -  Adopted  Local  Registers,  and  Properties  That  Have  Been  Determined  to  Appear 
or  May  Become  Eligible  for  the  California  Register.  These  resources  are  presumed  to  be 
historical  resources  for  purposes  of  CEQA,  unless  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence  demonstrates 
that  the  resource  is  not  historically  or  culturally  significant. 

Category  B  -  Properties  Requiring  Further  Consultation  and  Review.  Properties  that  do  not 
meet  the  criteria  for  listing  Categories  A.l  or  A.2,  but  for  which  the  City  has  information 
indicating  that  further  consultation  and  review  will  be  required  to  evaluate  whether  a  property  is  a 
historical  resource  for  the  purposes  of  CEQA. 

Category  C  -  Properties  Determined  Not  To  Be  Historical  Resources  or  Properties  For  Which 
The  City  Has  No  Information  Indicating  that  the  Property  is  a  Historical  Resource.  Properties 
that  have  been  affirmatively  determined  not  to  be  historical  resources,  properties  less  than  50 

The  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources  is  a  list  of  significant  architectural  and  historical  resources  in 
California.  In  general,  the  California  Register  Criteria  are  less  strict  than  those  for  the  National  Register  and  include 
criteria  for  resources  significant  within  Califomia.  Resources  that  are  formally  listed  in  or  determined  to  be  eligible 
for  the  National  Register  are  automatically  listed  in  the  Califomia  Register. 
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years  of  age,  and  properties  for  which  the  City  has  no  information  indicating  that  the  property 
qualifies  as  a  historical  resource.  The  discussion  below  describes  applicable  historic  registers  or 
surveys  that  were  used  to  evaluation  the  historic  nature  of  the  proposed  project. 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places/California  Register  of Historical  Resources 
The  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (National  Register)  is  the  official  U.S.  government  list  of 
properties  that  have  architectural,  historical,  or  cultural  significance  at  the  national,  state,  or  local 
level.    The  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources  (California  Register)  is  an  inventory  of 
significant  architectural,  archeological,  and  historical  resources  in  the  State  of  California. 

Resources  eligible  for  listing  in  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources  include  buildings, 
structures,  objects,  or  historic  districts  that  retain  historic  integrity  and  are  historically  significant  at 
the  local,  state,  or  national  level  under  one  or  more  of  the  following  criteria: 

Criterion  1  (Event):  It  is  associated  with  events  or  patterns  of  events  that  have  made  a 
significant  contribution  to  the  broad  patterns  of  local  or  regional  history,  or  the  cultural  heritage  of 
Califomia  or  the  United  States;  (applicable  to  the  project);  or 

Criterion  2  (Person):  It  is  associated  with  the  lives  of  persons  important  to  local,  Califomia,  or 
national  history;  (not  applicable  to  the  project)  or 

Criterion  3  (Architecture):  It  embodies  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period,  region, 
or  method  of  construction,  or  represents  the  work  of  a  master,  or  possesses  high  artistic  values; 
(not  applicable  to  the  project)  or 

Criterion  4  (Informational  Potential):  It  has  yielded,  or  has  the  potential  to  yield,  information 
important  to  the  prehistory  or  history  of  the  local  area,  state  or  the  nation,  (not  applicable  to  the 
project). 

In  addition  to  having  significance  under  one  or  more  of  the  criteria  above,  resources  must  retain 
"integrity"  for  the  period  of  significance.  Integrity,  further  discussed  below,  is  the  authenticity  of  a 
historical  resource's  physical  identity  as  evidence  by  survival  of  characteristics  or  historic  fabric  that 
existed  during  the  resource's  period  of  significance.  Simply  put,  resources  must  retain  enough  of 
their  historic  character  or  appearance  to  be  recognizable  as  historical  resources  and  to  convey  the 
reasons  for  their  significance. 
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Local  Registers  of  Historical  Resources 

The  Planning  Department  considers  a  listing  of  historical  resources  approved  by  ordinance  or 
resolution  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  or  the  Planning  Commission  to  be  a  local  register  of  historical 
resources  for  purposes  of  CEQA  evaluation. 

The  Film  Exchange  Building  is  not  included  in  the  local  registers  identified  below. 

San  Francisco  Planning  Code  Articles  10  and  11  address  the  preservation  of  historical, 
architectural,  and  aesthetic  landmarks,  citywide.  Designation  of  a  property  as  a  city  landmark  (or 
multiple  properties  as  a  historic  district)  requires  approval  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  a 
designation  ordinance.  Article  10  covers  designated  City  Landmarks  and  buildings  within 
Historic  Districts.  Article  1 1  rates  buildings  of  architectural,  historical,  or  aesthetic  importance 
in  the  C-3  (downtown)  districts,  primarily  in  the  Downtown  Survey  area.  The  Film  Exchange 
Building  is  not  listed  in  Article  10  as  a  landmark  or  as  having  potential  for  inclusion  in  any 
designated  local  historic  districts,  and  is  not  encompassed  by  Article  1 1  of  the  Planning  Code. 

Here  Today  was  one  of  the  first  major  surveys  of  historic  architectural  resources  in  San 
Francisco,  and  is  considered  by  the  Planning  Department  an  adopted  local  register  of  historical 
resources  under  CEQA  because  the  findings  of  this  survey  were  adopted  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  Here  Today  is  a  publication  resulting  from  a  five-year-long  survey  of  historic 
buildings  in  San  Francisco,  San  Mateo,  and  Marin  Counties  conducted  by  the  Junior  League  of 
San  Francisco  starting  in  1968.  In  addition  to  Here  Today,  three  other  area-specific  surveys — 
Dogpatch  Survey,  Central  Waterfront  Survey,  and  Northbeach  Survey — also  serve  as  adopted 
local  registers  under  CEQA.  The  project  site  is  not  located  in  Here  Today,  or  in  these  three  area- 
specific  surveys. 

Other  Surveys  of  Historical  Resources 

A  number  of  surveys  of  historic  or  culturally  important  resources  have  been  completed  in  San 
Francisco  by  numerous  organizations.  A  building  not  being  listed  in  one  of  these  surveys  does  not 
necessarily  mean  it  is  not  a  historical  resource.  These  surveys  are  routinely  consulted  as  part  of  the 
Planning  Departmenf  s  historical  resource  evaluation.  They  include  the  following: 

San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage  Surveys  have  been  commissioned  by  the  San  Francisco 
Architectural  Heritage  (Heritage),  the  City's  oldest  non-profit  organization  dedicated  to 
increasing  awareness  and  preservation  of  San  Francisco's  unique  architectural  heritage.  To  date. 
Heritage  has  conducted  a  comprehensive  survey,  research  and  evaluation  of  the  City's  Downtown 
area,  the  Van  Ness  Corridor,  South  of  Market,  North  of  Market  (including  the  1981  survey  of 
buildings  in  the  Tenderloin),  Civic  Center,  Chinatown,  and  the  Northeast  Waterfront  areas.  The 
findings  of  the  Downtown  survey  served  as  the  genesis  of  the  book  Splendid  Survivors,  which 
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lead  to  the  creation  of  the  City's  Downtown  Plan  and  Article  1 1  of  the  Planning  Code)^  While 
conducting  the  Downtown  survey,  Heritage  developed  an  alphabetical  rating  system  of  A  through 
D,  with  buildings  of  Highest  Importance  rated  A  and  buildings  of  Minor  or  No  Importance  rated 
D.  While  the  Heritage  surveys  are  not  adopted  local  registers  of  historic  resources  for  CEQA 
purposes,  if  listed,  the  information  is  utilized  during  the  project  review  process.  The  Film 
Exchange  Building  is  not  included  in  any  Heritage  Survey. 
•  The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  conducted  a  citywide  inventory  of  architecturally 
significant  buildings  between  1974  and  1976,  known  as  the  1976  Citywide  Architectural  Survey. 
An  advisory  review  committee  of  architects  and  architectural  historians  assisted  in  the  final 
determination  of  ratings  for  the  10,000  buildings,  listed  in  an  unpublished  60-volume  inventory. 
Both  contemporary  and  older  buildings  were  surveyed,  but  historical  associations  were  not 
considered.  Typically,  each  building  was  numerically  rated  from  a  low  level  of  importance  of  "- 
2"  (detrimental)  to  a  high  rating  of  "5"  (extraordinary).  The  inventory  assessed  architectural 
significance,  which  included  design  features,  the  urban  design  context,  and  overall  environmental 
significance.  When  assigning  a  rating,  background  research  was  not  performed  and  the  potential 
historical  significance  was  not  considered.  Buildings  assigned  a  rating  of  "3"  or  higher  represent 
approximately  the  best  two  percent  of  the  City's  architecture.  Summary  ratings  of  "0"  to  "2"  are 
generally  interpreted  to  mean  that  the  property  has  some  contextual  importance.  When 
completed,  the  1976  Citywide  Architectural  Survey  was  thought  to  represent  the  top  10  percent 
of  the  City's  architecturally  significant  buildings.'^  The  Film  Exchange  Building  received  a 
rating  of  "3"  in  the  1976  Citywide  Architectural  Survey. 

The  1983  Apartment  Hotel  District  Survey.  This  survey  was  conducted  by  the  Planning 
Department  for  a  28-block  area  bound  by  Taylor,  Turk,  Larkin,  and  Bush  Streets.  The  district  is 
a  largely  intact,  visually  consistent,  high-density  residential  district  constructed  during  the  years 
between  the  San  Francisco  earthquake  and  fire  of  1906  and  the  beginning  of  the  Great 
Depression  in  the  early  1930s.  The  predominant  building  types  in  the  district  are  three-  to  seven- 
story  apartment  and  hotel  buildings,  but  the  district  also  includes  one-  to  two-  story  commercial 
buildings,  including  union  halls,  parking  garages,  and  markets.  The  contributors  to  the  district 
are  typically  faced  with  brick  or  stucco  that  is  enhanced  with  molded  galvanized  iron,  terra  cotta, 
and/or  a  cast  concrete.  The  Apartment  Hotel  District  is  a  National  Register-eligible  district  with 
a  period  of  significance  from  1906  to  1931  .'^  The  National  Register's  nomination  form  describes 
the  district's  architectural  significance  and  its  association  with  important  events  in  San  Francisco 
history,  including  rebuilding  and  settlement  patterns  after  the  fire  and  earthquake  of  1906.  The 


Page,  Charles  Hall  &  Associates;  and  Michael  Corbett,Sp/eo£//£/5'M/-v/vor5.-  San  Francisco's  Downtown 
Architectural  Heritage,  prepared  for  the  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  San  Francisco: 
California  Living  Books,  1979. 

Planning  Department,  San  Francisco  Preservation  Bulletin  No.  11 :  Historic  Resource  Surveys,  p.  3.  This  survey 
was  compiled  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  the  result  of  a  two-year  survey  funded  by  a 
Comprehensive  Employment  Training  Act  grant  that  inventoried  the  City's  approximately  146,000  structures,  and 
rated  them  for  visual  or  architectural  appeal. 
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Film  Exchange  Building  is  listed  (combined)  as  a  contributor  building  to  this  National  Register- 
eligible  district. 

1990  Unreinforced  Masonry  Building  Survey  is  a  survey  of  Unreinforced  Masonry  Buildings 
(UMBs)  in  San  Francisco.  In  1990,  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  (Landmarks 
Board)  completed  A  Context  Statement  and  Architectural/Historical  Survey  of  Unreinforced 
Masonry  Building  (UMB)  Construction  in  San  Francisco  From  1850  to  1940.  The  survey 
examined  more  than  2,000  privately  owned  UMBs.  The  existing  buildings  on  the  project  site  are 
not  included  in  this  survey. 

Because  the  Film  Exchange  Buildings  have  been  listed  as  contributors  to  a  National  Register-eligible 
local  district,  they  are  considered  historical  resources  under  Category  A2  above  under  Significance 
Criteria.  Properties  that  are  deemed  eligible  for  the  National  Register  are  also  deemed  eligible  for  the 
California  Register.  In  addition,  because  the  buildings  are  listed  in  the  1976  Architectural  Survey, 
they  are  considered  potential  historical  resources  under  Category  B. 

Evaluation 

As  discussed  above,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  presumes  buildings  are  historical 
resources  under  CEQA  if  they  are  contributors  to  National  Register-eligible  historic  districts.  As  a 
contributor  to  a  National-Register-eligible  historic  district,  the  Film  Exchange  Building  would 
therefore,  be  considered  a  "historic  resource"  under  CEQA. 

As  also  indicated  above,  the  Film  Exchange  Building  appears  eligible  for  listing  in  the  California 
Register  based  on  its  connection  with  the  early  film  industry  in  San  Francisco  and  its  distinctive 
design  by  Wilbur  Peugh,  who  may  have  designed  over  2,000  buildings  in  the  Bay  Area,'^  and  is 
likely  a  significant  local  architect.  The  Historic  Structures  Report  describes  this  area,  with  the 
presence  of  the  Film  Exchange  Building  and  the  Motion  Picture  Studio  Buildings  at  125-129  Hyde 
Street  as  "a  small  center  of  film  activity"  in  San  Francisco.  In  addition,  the  buildings'  design,  which 
includes  one  of  Peugh's  favorite  design  elements,  the  faceted  arch,  is  a  fine  example  of  Peugh's  work 
and  of  the  Art  Deco  style. 

A  building  must  also  have  integrity  to  be  eligible  for  the  California  Register.  Specifically,  historical 
resources  must  meet  one  of  the  criteria  of  significance  described  above  and  retain  enough  of  their 
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historic  character  or  appearance  to  be  recognizable  as  historical  resources  and  to  convey  the  reason 
for  their  significance.  Seven  aspects  together  comprise  integrity: 

■  Location  is  the  place  where  the  historic  property  was  constructed. 

.     Design  is  the  combination  of  elements  that  create  the  form,  plans,  space,  structure,  and  style  of 
the  property. 

■  Setting  addresses  the  physical  environment  of  the  historic  property  inclusive  of  the  landscape  and 
spatial  relationships  of  the  building/s. 

-    Materials  refer  to  the  physical  elements  that  were  combined  or  deposited  during  a  particular 
period  of  time  and  in  a  particular  pattern  of  configuration  to  form  the  historic  property. 

■  Workmanship  is  the  physical  evidence  of  the  crafts  of  a  particular  culture  or  people  during  any 
given  period  in  history. 

■  Feeling  is  the  property's  expression  of  the  aesthetic  or  historic  sense  of  a  particular  period  of 
time. 

■  Association  is  the  direct  link  between  an  important  historic  event  or  person  and  a  historic 
property. 

According  to  the  evaluation  conducted,  the  integrity  of  the  Film  Exchange  building  is  still  present 
and  therefore,  the  buildings  (combined)  would  be  eligible  for  California  Register.'^ 

As  a  historic  resource,  the  proposed  project  is  also  evaluated  on  whether  it  would  substantially  and 
adversely  change  the  historical  features  of  the  buildings.  CEQA  (Section  15064.5)  defines  a 
"substantial  adverse  change"  as  "demolition,  destruction,  relocation,  or  alteration  of  the  resource  or 
its  immediate  surroundings  such  that  the  significance  of  a  historical  resource  would  be  materially 
impaired."  Generally,  a  project  that  follows  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  the 
Treatment  of  Historic  Properties  with  Guidelines  for  Preserving,  Rehabilitating,  Restoring,  and 
Reconstructing  Historic  Buildings  (Secretary's  Standards)  shall  be  considered  as  mitigated  to  a  level 
of  less  than  a  significant  impact  on  the  historical  resource. 

The  Standards  provide  information  for  stewards  of  historic  resources  to  determine  appropriate 
treatments.  They  are  intentionally  broad  in  scope  to  apply  to  a  wide  range  of  circumstances,  and  are 
designed  to  enhance  the  understanding  of  basic  preservation  principles.  The  Standards  are  neither 
technical  nor  prescriptive,  but  are  intended  to  promote  responsible  preservation  practices  that  ensure 
continued  protection  of  historic  resources.  There  are  four  basic  treatments  outlined  in  the  Standards: 
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preservation,  rehabilitation,  restoration,  and  reconstruction.  The  Rehabilitation  Standard  applies  to 
the  proposed  project,  and  is  defined  by  a  series  of  ten  broad  guidelines: 

1)  a  property  to  be  used  as  it  was  historically  or  placed  in  a  new  use  that  "requires  minimal  change 
to  [its]  defining  characteristics;"  (the  project  would  comply  because  the  property  would  be 
placed  in  a  new  use  that  retains  its  character-defining  features) 

2)  preservation  of  historic  character,  including  historic  materials,  features  and  spaces;  (the  project 
would  preserve  and  restore  the  Hyde  and  Eddy  fagades;  retain  scale  of  existing  buildings;  and 
retain  interior  columns) 

3)  avoiding  creation  of  "a  false  sense  of  historical  development;"  (the  project  would  comply;  it 
would  not  include  conjectural  historical  elements  and  the  vertical  addition  will  be  designed  to 
be  clearly  of  its  own  time  yet  compatible  with  the  existing  building) 

4)  recognizing  and  preserving  changes  that  have  become  historic  over  time;  (the  project  would 
preserve  exterior  modifications  that  have  become  significant  in  their  own  right) 

5)  preservation  of  distinctive  features  and  construction  techniques  or  craftsmanship;  {the  project 
would  preserve  the  exterior  walls  and  ornamentation  and  retain  all  interior  columns  and 
interior  structural  grid) 

6)  repair,  rather  than  replacement  of  deteriorated  historic  features,  where  feasible;  {the  project 
would  repair  all  historic  exterior  features  where  feasible,  and  the  existing  non-historic 
windows  will  be  replaced  with  compatible  windows  that  reference  the  historic  mullion  pattern) 

7)  foregoing  harsh  chemical  or  physical  treatments  to  avoid  damage  to  historic  materials;  (the 
project  would  comply) 

8)  preservation  of  significant  archeological  resources;  (not  applicable  to  the  project) 

9)  undertaking  additions  and  alterations,  where  necessary,  that  do  not  destroy  historic  materials, 
that  differentiate  new  from  old,  and  that  are  compatible  with  historic  materials,  features  and 
spaces;  and  {the  project  would  preserve  and  restore  the  fagades.  The  new  one-story  vertical 
addition  will  be  compatible  with,  yet  differentiated  from,  the  existing  building:  the  addition 
would  have  an  inconspicuous  contemporary  design  and  its  visibility  would  be  minimized 
through  its  low  profile  and front  setbacks.) 

10)  designing  additions  such  that,  if  later  removed,  the  property  would  retain  its  historic  integrity. 
{the  project  would  comply). 

Of  the  four  treatments,  a  combination  of  rehabilitation,  restoration,  and  preservation  is  appropriate 
for  the  Film  Exchange  Building. 

The  project  sponsor  submitted  the  proposed  project  conceptual  design  plans  to  City  Planning 
preservation  staff  for  their  review  and  evaluation  whether,  in  general,  the  proposed  design  complies 
with  the  Secretary's  Standards.    According  to  the  Planning  Department's  Historic  Resource 
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Evaluation  Response  Memorandum,  the  project  appears  to  meet  the  Secretary's  Standards  for  the 
following  reasons. 

The  (proposed)  project  will  preserve  and  restore  the  Hyde  and  Eddy  Street  fa9ades. 
The  existing  steel  windows  will  be  repaired,  repainted,  or  replaced  in  kind,  and  the 
non-historic  windows  on  the  ground  floor  will  be  replaced  with  metal  windows  that 
reference  the  historic  mullion  pattern.  The  project  will  also  retain  the  scale  of  the 
existing  buildings.  The  addition  is  limited  to  one  floor  above  the  existing  structure 
and  will  be  set  back  from  the  existing  fa9ade  in  order  to  minimize  sight  lines  from  the 
street.  The  second  floor  will  be  partly  removed  in  order  to  minimize  the  height  of  the 
vertical  addition  to  only  7'9"  above  the  existing  height.  The  addition  is  designed  in  a 
contemporary  idiom  that  is  differentiated  from,  yet  compatible  with,  the  existing 
structure.  However,  in  order  to  preserve  the  character  of  the  fa9ade,  the  appearance 
of  the  proposed  railing  at  the  Hyde  Street  frontage  should  be  minimized  through 
sensitive  design  and  color  choice.  At  the  interior  of  the  buildings,  the  existing 
columns  will  be  retained  and  the  existing  structural  grid  will  be  used  to  organize  the 
residential  units.  The  project  will  include  exterior  and  ambient  lighting  that 
highlights  the  historic  features  of  the  buildings.  Finally,  the  proposed  project  will 
provide  a  lobby  display  about  the  historic  nature  of  the  buildings  and  the  San 
Francisco  movie  industry. 

The  Film  Exchange  Building  is  within  the  immediate  vicinity  of  numerous  contributory  buildings  to 
the  San  Francisco  Apartment  Hotel  district.  Over  85  percent  of  the  lots  on  the  proposed  project 
block  contain  contributing  buildings,  including  all  the  buildings  adjacent  to  the  Film  Exchange 
Building.  In  addition,  over  80  percent  of  the  buildings  fronting  Hyde  Street  between  Turk  and  Ellis 
Streets  contain  contributory  buildings.  The  project  site  is  also  within  the  immediate  vicinity  of 
several  buildings  that  are  listed  in  the  1976  Architectural  Survey.  Specifically,  each  of  the  four 
buildings  located  at  the  comers  of  the  Hyde-Eddy  Streets  intersection  are  listed  in  the  Architectural 
Survey.  The  two-story  Rulfs  File  Exchange  at  125  Hyde  Street,  one  block  south  of  the  project  site, 
is  listed  in  Article  1 1  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  {Planning  Code)  as  a  Category  I  (most 
important)  building  of  architectural,  historical,  and  aesthetic  importance.    The  proposed  project 
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would  not  have  an  adverse  effect  on  these  resources  for  the  reasons  enumerated  above. 

The  Planning  Department  will  monitor  the  development  of  the  project  plans  through  the  project 
review  process  to  insure  that  any  clarifications  to  the  design  of  the  proposed  project  would  remain 
consistent  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation.  By  meeting  the 
Secretary's  Standards,  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  less-than-significant  historic  architectural 
resources  impact  on  the  existing  buildings  and  on  the  surrounding  contributor  buildings  to  the 
District.  i 

The  project  elements  indicated  above  that  ensure  compliance  with  the  Secretary's  Standards  have 
been  incorporated  into  the  proposed  project  as  Mitigation  Measure  1  (page  83),  and  will  reduce 
project  impacts  on  historical  resources  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Archeological  Resources 

An  archeological  resources  evaluation  of  the  project  site  was  prepared  by  an  archeological  consultant 
and  assesses  the  potential  effects  of  the  proposed  project  on  archeological  resources.^°  The  Planning 
Department  also  conducted  a  preliminary  archeological  evaluation  of  the  proposed  project  site.^'  The 
following  information  is  from  these  evaluations. 

Prior  to  the  filling  and  grading  activities  which  took  place  during  the  late  1860s,  the  project  site  and 
vicinity  were  surrounded  by  chaparral-covered  ridges  and  sandy  hills  covered  by  grasses,  scrub 
brush,  and  occasional  stands  of  oak  or  willow  trees.  The  project  site  was  located  on  a  steep  slope, 
which  rose  steadily,  east  to  west,  from  approximately  20-40  feet  to  60-80  feet  above  mean  sea  level. 
By  1 852,  no  development  had  occurred  on  the  project  site. 

San  Francisco  and  the  wider  bay  area  had  an  abundance  of  natural  resources  that  supported  a  large, 
thriving  Native  American  population  for  thousands  of  years  prior  to  the  arrival  of  the  first  European 
explorers  in  the  last  quarter  of  the  eighteenth  century.  The  project  site  is  situated  in  the  northwest 
portion  of  the  Coastanoan's  territory,  who  numbered  approximately  10,000  individuals  at  that  time. 


April  Hesik,  June  20,  2006,  page  4. 

^°    Archeo  Tec,  Inc.,  Archival  Cultural  Resources  Evaluation  of  the  Proposed  245-249  Hyde  Street  and  536-541 
Eddy  Street  Project,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  California,  February  2002. 

'  Randall  Dean,  Memorandum  to  Susan  Mickelsen,  Preliminary  archeological  evaluation  of 245-257  Hyde  Street 
Project  (file  2005.  0762  EE),  August  4,  2006. 
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Forty  years  later,  by  approximately  A.D.  1810,  much  of  the  aboriginal  population  along  with  most  of 
their  traditional  culture  completely  disappeared  in  the  face  of  European  encroachment  and  its 
impacts — disease,  warfare,  displacement,  and  the  California  missions. 

The  project  site  was  originally  situated  on  the  boundary  of  wet  and  dry  environmental  zones — a 
favorable  setting  for  encampments  of  aboriginal  hunters  and  gatherers.  A  review  of  archival  records 
reveals  that  no  prehistoric  or  proto-historic  cultural  resources  have  been  recorded  within  the  project 
vicinity.  However,  a  number  of  prehistoric  archeological  sites  ranging  from  shell  mounds  to  a  deeply 
buried  village  complex  have  been  recorded  in  the  San  Francisco's  South  of  Market  Area.  One  such 
site  was  discovered  within  four  blocks  of  the  project  block.  The  history  of  archeological  research 
and  finds  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area  since  the  1970s  has  demonstrated  that  prehistoric  deposits — 
contrary  to  accepted  theory — have  survived  relatively  intact  throughout  many  parts  of  the  City  that 
have  been  intensively  developed.  An  analysis  of  the  locations  and  characteristics  of  these  prehistoric 
deposits  suggests  common  features  with  the  project  site.'^^ 

Archival  data  indicates  there  is  little  likelihood  of  encountering  potentially  significant  cultural 
resources  associated  with  the  early  decades  of  the  Spanish  and  Mexican  periods  within  the  confines 
of  the  project  site  and  project  block  since  their  settlements  and  activities  did  not  concentrate  on  the 
site  or  in  the  vicinity .^^  However,  known  use  and  characteristics  of  the  site  and  vicinity,  along  with 
the  discovery  of  various  prehistoric  sites  nearby  demonstrate  potential  for  the  presence  of 
archeological  resources  within  the  project  site.  There  is  little  likelihood  of  recovering  cultural 
resources  from  the  Spanish  Mexican  or  early  American  periods.  Use  of  the  project  site  dating  to  the 
Gold  Rush  and  latter  part  of  the  nineteenth  century  indicates  the  possibility  that  cultural  and 
architectural  remains  may  be  present. 

By  1849,  the  Gold  Rush  boom  had  pushed  the  edge  of  the  established  street  system  to  Larkin  Street, 
encompassing  the  project  site  in  the  very  western  edge  the  City.  Two  blocks  to  the  south,  the  large 
triangular  Verba  Buena  Cemetery  dominated  the  vicinity.  The  first  development  on  the  project  block 
occurred  in  1 857  with  six  substantial  residential  structures  congregated  inside  the  boundaries  of  the 
project  site.  By  1869,  grading  work  within  the  block  project  block  was  essentially  complete,  but  it 
cannot  be  presumed  that  this  significant  alteration  of  the  terrain  resulted  in  the  destruction  of  the 

Archeo-Tec,  February  2002. 
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Gold  Rush  structures;  it  is  possible  the  building  material  was  incorporated  into  the  fill.  In  1886,  a 
single-family  dwelling  and  accessory  building  was  located  at  299  Hyde  Street  on  the  project  site. 
The  single-family  dwelling  had  not  changed  by  1899,  but  the  surrounding  project  block  had 
developed  primarily  with  residential  and  a  few  commercial  buildings  and  the  Sacred  Heart  College 
on  the  northwest  comer  of  Larkin  and  Eddy  Streets.  By  the  end  of  the  century,  the  project  site  was 
still  only  partially  developed  with  a  residential  boarding  house. 

The  entire  project  block  was  destroyed  in  the  fire  that  raged  throughout  San  Francisco  for  72  hours 
after  the  Great  Earthquake  of  April  1906.  By  1913,  the  project  site  was  still  vacant,  but  similar  to 
other  development  on  the  project  block,  plans  existed  to  erect  an  apartment  building.  The  project  site 
was  eventually  developed  with  the  existing  buildings  in  1930  to  1931. 

According  to  the  preliminary  archeological  evaluation  conducted  by  City  Planning  staff,  no  known 
archeological  resources  exist  on  the  project  site.  Prehistoric  resources  have  not  been  recorded  in  the 
project  vicinity  nor  are  they  expected  to  be  present  in  this  area  except  for  possibly  very  early,  deeply 
buried  prehistoric  remains.'^''  The  proposed  renovation  project  would  partially  demolish,  renovate, 
and  rebuild  the  interconnected  buildings  on  the  project  site.  The  existing  buildings  do  not  have  a 
basement  level  and  the  project  proposes  no  subterranean  levels.  There  would  be  minor  disturbance 
of  soils  associated  with  the  use  of  micropiles.  For  building  support,  the  proposed  project  would  use  a 
combination  of  existing  spread  footings  augmented  with  micropiles,  the  only  source  of  soil 
disturbance.  Although  it  is  unlikely  that  excavation  and  micro-pile  drilling  for  the  proposed  project 
would  encounter  archeological  deposits,  there  is  a  chance  that  prehistoric  resources  would  be 
encountered  during  excavation  and  foundation  activities  of  the  proposed  project.^^  To  protect  any 
archeological  resources  that  may  be  unexpectedly  encountered  during  construction  of  the  proposed 
project,  implementation  of  Mitigation  Measure  2  (page  84),  which  includes  on-site  notification  to 
contractors  and  subcontractors  regarding  the  potential  for  and  procedures  following  discovery,  would 
reduce  the  proposed  project's  potential  impact  on  significant  archeological  resources  to  a  less-than- 
significant  level. 


^'^    Randall  Dean,  August  4,  2006,  page  1 . 
Ibid. 
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Topics:  

5.     TRANSPORTATION  AND  CIRCULATION— 
Would  Ihe  project: 

a)  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is  substantial  in 
relation  to  the  existing  traffic  load  and  capacity  of  the 
street  system  (i.e.,  result  in  a  substantial  increase  in 
either  the  number  of  vehicle  trips,  the  volume-to- 
capacity  ratio  on  roads,  or  congestion  at  intersections)? 

b)  Exceed,  either  individually  or  cumulatively,  a  level  of 
service  standard  established  by  the  county  congestion 
management  agency  for  designated  roads  or  highways 
(unless  it  is  practical  to  achieve  the  standard  through 
increased  use  of  alternative  transportation  modes)? 

c)  Result  in  a  change  in  air  traffic  patterns,  including  either 
an  increase  in  traffic  levels,  obstructions  to  flight,  or  a 
change  in  location,  that  results  in  substantial  safety 
risks? 

d)  Substantially  increase  hazards  due  to  a  design  feature 
(e.g.,  sharp  curves  or  dangerous  intersections)  or 
incompatible  uses? 

e)  Result  in  inadequate  emergency  access? 

0     Result  in  inadequate  parking  capacity  that  could  not  be 
accommodated  by  alternative  solutions? 

g)     Conflict  with  adopted  policies,  plans,  or  programs 

supporting  alternative  transportation  (e.g.,  conflict  with 
policies  promoting  bus  turnouts,  bicycle  racks,  etc.),  or 
cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit  demand  which 
cannot  be  accommodated  by  existing  or  proposed  transit 
capacity  or  alternative  travel  modes? 


Regarding  Checklist  Items  5c,  the  project  site  is  not  located  within  an  airport  land  use  plan  or  in  the 
vicinity  of  a  private  airstrip  and  therefore,  this  effect  is  not  applicable  to  the  proposed  project. 

The  project  site  is  located  on  the  southwest  comer  of  the  intersection  of  Hyde  and  Eddy  Streets.  A 
transportation  study  was  completed  for  the  proposed  project  and  project  vicinity .^^  Eddy  Street,  at 
the  project  location,  is  a  one-way,  three-lane  eastbound  street  with  parking  on  both  sides.  Hyde 
Street  is  a  one-way,  three-lane,  southbound  roadway  with  parking  on  both  sides  of  the  street.  Turk 
Street,  to  the  south,  is  a  one-way  three-lane,  westbound  roadway  with  parking  on  both  sides  of  the 
street.  Larkin  Street,  to  the  west,  is  a  one-way,  three-lane,  northbound  street  with  parking  on  both 
sides  of  the  street. 


CHS  Consulting  Group,  241-259  Hyde  Street  Project  Transportation  Study,  October  27,  2006.  This  report  is 
available  for  public  review  by  appointment  as  part  of  Project  File  No.  2005.0762E  at  the  Planning  Department, 
F-ifth  Floor,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco. 
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Near  the  proposed  project,  the  General  Plan  identifies  Hyde  Street  as  a  Secondary  Arterial  and  it  is 
included  in  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  System  (MTS)  and  Congestion  Management  Plan 
(CMP).  Turk  Street  is  identified  as  a  Major  Arterial,  a  Freight  Traffic  Route,  and  part  of  the  CMP 
network.  Larkin  Street  is  identified  as  a  Secondary  Arterial,  part  of  a  Citywide  Bicycle  Route  (No. 
25),  a  Neighborhood  Network  Connection  Street  on  the  Neighborhood  Pedestrian  Streets  Map  (Map 
No.  1 1),  and  part  of  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  System  (MTS;  Map  No.  8).^^ 

Three  freeways  provide  regional  access  to  the  project  vicinity:  Interstate  80  (East  Bay,  Peninsula  and 
South  Bay),  Interstate  280  (Peninsula  and  South  Bay),  and  U.S.  Highway  101  (Peninsula,  South  Bay, 
and  North  Bay).  These  are  all  limited  access,  divided  facilities  with  on-  and  off-ramps  located  ten  to 
fifteen  blocks  from  the  project  site. 

Traffic 

Development  on  the  project  site  would  not  change  existing  roadway  configurations  or  connections. 
The  proposed  project,  by  eliminating  one  business  driveway  to  the  project  site,  would  not 
substantially  change  access  from  Hyde  or  Eddy  Streets,  and  would  not  have  other  unusual 
characteristics  or  design  features  that  would  substantially  increase  traffic  hazards  or  block  emergency 
access. 

Based  on  the  trip  generation  rates  for  residential  uses  from  the  Planning  Department's  Transportation 
Impact  Analysis  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review  (October  2002),  the  proposed  residential 
project  would  generate  an  estimated  505  average  daily  person-trips,^^  including  about  87  daily 
person-trips  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  These  87  p.m.  peak-hour  person-trips  would  be  distributed 
among  various  modes  of  transportation,  including  1 7  automobile  person-trips  (four  of  those  carpool 
trips),  39  public  transit  trips,  28  walking  trips,  and  three  trips  by  other  means,  such  as  bicycling  and 
motorcycles.  Using  mode  split  data  and  average  vehicle  occupancy  rates  applicable  to  residential 
trips,^^  the  proposed  project  would  be  estimated  to  generate  approximately  thirteen  vehicle-trips 
during  the  p.m.  peak-hour,  of  which  eight  would  be  inbound  trips  and  five  would  be  outbound  trips). 


San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  Transportation  Element.  Adopted  July  1995. 

Residential  trips  were  calculated  at  7.5  trips  per  studio  or  one-bedroom  unit  and  ten  trips  per  two-  or  more- 
bedroom  unit. 

U.S.  Census,  2000  Journey  to  Work  data  for  Census  Tract  124,  available  at  www.census.gov. 
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Mode  split  data  and  estimated  vehicle  trips  for  the  proposed  project  make  the  assumption  that  all 
trips  referenced  above  would  be  new,  not  relocated  trips. 

The  estimated  project-generated  13  vehicle-trips  occurring  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  including  both 
inbound  and  outbound  trips,  would  be  distributed  to  nearby  streets  and  intersections  in  the  project 
vicinity.  Traffic  operating  characteristics  of  intersections  are  described  through  the  concept  of  level 
of  service  (LOS),  which  measures  the  average  delay  per  vehicle  in  seconds  required  to  move  through 
an  intersection.  LOS  categories  range  from  "A,"  which  indicates  free  flow  and  excellent  conditions 
with  short  delays,  to  "F,"  which  indicates  congested  or  overloaded  conditions  with  extremely  long 
delays.  LOS  A,  B,  C,  and  D  are  considered  excellent  to  satisfactory  service  levels,  while  LOS  E  and 
LOS  F  are  considered  unacceptable.  A  project  resulting  in  LOS  E  or  F  is  considered  to  have  a 
significant,  adverse  impact. 

The  transportation  study  evaluated  the  effects  of  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  vehicle  trips  on  five 
signalized  intersections  in  the  project  vicinity:  Hyde/Eddy  Streets,  Hyde/Turk  Streets,  Larkin/Eddy 
Streets,  Market/Eight  Streets,  and  Market/Ninth  Streets.  Table  1  presents  the  results  of  the 
intersection  level  of  service  (LOS)  analysis  for  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  conditions  under  existing 
conditions,  with  the  proposed  project  and  projected  with  cumulative  development.  As  indicated  in 
Table  1,  all  of  the  intersections  in  the  project  vicinity  currently  operate  at  acceptable  conditions,  LOS 
C  or  better.  With  the  addition  of  the  proposed  project  and  related  project-generated  traffic,  all 
intersections  would  continue  to  operate  at  LOS  C  or  better  with  no  significant  changes  to  delays. 
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Table  1 

Intersection  Level  of  Service:  Existing,  Existing  Plus  Project,  and  Future  Cumulative 

Intersection 

Existing  (2003) 

Existing  +  Project 

Future  (2025) 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Hyde/Eddy  Streets 

8.9 

A 

8.9 

A 

9.6 

A 

Hyde/Turk  Streets 

1  1  o 
1  i.Z 

D 

1 1  .J 

rj 

D 

\  Z.A 

ts 

Larkin/Eddy  Streets 

11.9 

B 

11.9 

B 

13.3 

B 

Market/Eighth  Street 

21.3/24.4' 

C/C' 

21.3/24.4' 

C/C 

43.0/53.0' 

D/D' 

Market  Street/Ninth  Street 

31.2/42.7' 

c/d' 

31.2/42.7' 

C/D 

54.4/70.7' 

D/E' 

Source:  CHS  Consulting  Group,  2006. 
Notes: 

1.  Indicates  average/worst  approacii  conditions  under  typical  operating  conditions  and  with  full  compliance  of  the  bus  only  lane. 


New  residential  uses  proposed  on  the  project  site  would  replace  or  add  new  vehicle  trips  to  the 
project  area.  Residents  and  businesses  would  likely  experience  an  increase  and  change  in  vehicular 
activity  resulting  from  the  proposed  project,  however  it  would  not  be  considered  a  substantial  traffic 
increase  relative  to  the  existing  capacity  of  the  local  street  system,  substantially  change  intersection 
delay  or  levels  of  service  in  the  area,  nor  change  the  LOS  calculations  for  intersections  in  the  project 
vicinity.  Therefore  the  proposed  project's  traffic  would  not  result  in  significant  impacts. 

Cumulative  traffic  volumes  and  operating  conditions  at  the  five  study  intersections,  using  other 
transportation  studies  in  the  area  and  a  one  percent  growth  rate,  were  assessed  for  future  (2025) 
conditions  (See  Table  1).  Under  the  Cumulative  Future  (2025)  conditions,  all  study  intersections 
would  operate  at  LOS  D  or  better,  with  delays  occurring  at  the  Market/Ninth  Streets  and 
Market/Tenth  Streets  intersections.  The  proposed  project  would  add  a  small  increment  to  the 
cumulative  long-term  traffic  increase  on  the  local  roadway  network  in  the  project  vicinity  caused  by 
other  land  use  and  development  changes  in  the  region.  Thus,  the  proposed  project's  traffic  would 
result  in  a  less-than-significant  cumulative  impact. 

Transit 

The  local  transit  network  within  the  project  vicinity  (approximately  a  two-block  radius)  includes  the 
following  seven  Muni  bus  lines:  the  5-Fulton,  19-Polk,  16AX-Noriega  'A'  Express,  16BX-Noriega 
'B'  Express,  27-Bryant,  31 -Balboa,  38-Geary,  and  38L-Geary  Limited.  The  5-Fulton  bus  line  runs 
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downtown  to  and  from  the  Richmond  district  along  Golden  Gate  Avenue  and  McAllister  Street  two 
to  three  blocks  south  of  the  project  site.  The  19-Polk  runs  from  Hunter's  Point  to  the  Fisherman's 
Wharf  through  the  Civic  Center  along  Hyde  and  Eddy  Streets  in  front  of  the  project  site  and 
outbound  along  Larkin  Street  passing  Eddy  Street  one  block  west  of  the  project  site.  The  16AX- 
Noriega  'A'  Express  and  16BX  'B'  Express  lines  run  inbound  from  the  Outer  Sunset  to  downtown  on 
Golden  Gate  Avenue  and  Turk  Street  near  the  project  site.  The  27-Bryant  runs  from  the  Mission 
district  to  Russian  Hill  through  downtown  along  Ellis  and  O'Farrell  Streets  near  the  project  site.  The 
31 -Balboa  runs  from  the  Richmond  District  to  downtown  along  Eddie,  Hyde,  Turk  and  Larkin 
Streets  near  the  project  site.  The  38-Geary  and  38L-Geary  Limited  run  from  the  Richmond  District 
to  downtown  along  Geary  Street  and  crossing  Hyde  Street  three  blocks  north  of  the  project  site. 
There  are  five  primary  bus  stop  areas  serving  the  project  site;  three  along  Eddy  Street  at  Hyde, 
Larkin,  and  Polk  Streets,  and  two  along  Turk  Street  at  Hyde  and  Larkin  Streets.  Three  of  these  stop 
areas  are  on  the  project  block  and  one  is  across  the  street  from  the  project  site.  These  stops  serve  the 
19-Polk,  16AX  &  16BX-Noriega  Express,  and  31 -Balboa  bus  routes. 

Many  other  Muni  bus  and  rail  lines  are  also  located  outside  a  two  block  area,  but  within  walking 
distance  of  the  project  site,  including  routes  along  Van  Ness  Avenue  (three  blocks  west)  and  Market 
Street  (five  blocks  south).  The  Van  Ness  Muni-railway  station  located  at  the  intersection  of  Van 
Ness  Avenue  and  Market  Street,  provides  connections  to  local  and  regional  commuter  railways 
including  to  all  metro  rail  lines  (J-Church,  K-Ingleside,  L-Taraval,  M-Ocean  View,  N-Judah,  as  well 
as  the  F-Market/Wharves  line  that  runs  along  Market  Street).  The  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  (BART) 
regional  rail  lines  link  downtown  San  Francisco  to  Daly  City,  East  Bay  locations,  the  San  Francisco 
Airport,  and  southern  areas  of  San  Francisco.  Other  regional  transit  resources  available  in  downtown 
San  Francisco  include  Caltrain,  SamTrans,  Golden  Gate  Transit  (bus  &  ferry),  AC  Transit  (bus),  and 
other  ferry  service. 

The  estimated  39  p.m.  project-generated  peak-hour  person  trips  utilizing  public  transit  would  be 
distributed  among  local  and  regional  public  transit  lines  providing  service  to  the  vicinity  of  the 
project  site,  and  on  average  would  yield  less  than  one  additional  rider  per  transit  vehicle  during  the 
p.m.  peak  hour.^°  The  MUNI  lines  serving  the  project  site  have  adequate  capacity  to  accommodate 
the  proposed  project's  PM  peak-hour  transit  trips.  The  proposed  project  would  add  approximately 
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three  regional  transit  trips,  one  each  to  the  North  Bay,  South  Bay,  and  East  Bay,  which  would  not 
substantially  affect  regional  transit  service  or  capacity.  Therefore,  the  increase  in  transit  demand 
associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  or  noticeable 
impact  upon  transit  service  or  service  levels  in  the  project  area  or  to  substantially  affect  transit 
operations.  Similarly,  the  proposed  project  would  not  significantly  contribute  to  the  2020  cumulative 
transit  conditions.  The  proposed  project  would  not  include  characteristics  that  would  conflict  with 
adopted  policies,  plans,  or  programs  supporting  alternative  transportation.  Therefore,  the  proposed 
project  would  not  significantly  affect  local  or  regional  transit  conditions. 

Parking 

Currently,  metered  parking  is  permitted  on  both  sides  of  Eddy,  Hyde,  Turk,  and  Larkin  Streets  in  the 
project  vicinity,  with  certain  time  restrictions  for  the  p.m.  peak  hour  and  street  cleaning  times.  An 
on-street  parking  analysis  was  conducted  in  Fall  2006  for  the  weekday  mid-day  (1:30  to  3:00  p.m.) 
and  evening  (6:30  to  8:00  p.m.)  peak  periods.  According  to  this  analysis,  on-street  parking  in  the 
project  vicinity  (two  blocks)  is  generally  full  during  the  mid-day  weekday  peak  period  with  more 
availability  of  spaces  during  weekday  evenings.  Of  the  approximately  873  on-street  parking  spaces 
in  an  approximate  two  block  area  around  the  project  site,  73  percent  or  640  on-street  spaces  were 
estimated  to  be  occupied  during  the  evening  peak  period  between  6:30  p.m.  to  8:00  p.m.  leaving 
about  230  on-street  spaces  available,  primarily  located  in  blocks  southeast  of  the  project  site. 

In  addition,  there  are  six  off-street  parking  facilities  in  the  study  area,  consisting  of  four  surface  lots 
and  two  garages,  the  nearest  facility  being  a  29-space  lot  on  Eddy  Street  across  from  the  project  site. 
There  are  a  total  of  approximately  310  weekday  off-street  spaces  that  typically  operate  at  an  average 
85  percent  occupancy  level  (263  spaces)  during  the  weekday  mid-day  peak  period  (1:30  p.m.  to  3:30 
p.m.),  or  effectively  at  full  capacity.  When  occupancy  is  above  85  percent,  drivers  spend  time 
searching  for  spaces  because  available  spaces  are  not  easily  visible  or  accessible.  There  are  a  total  of 
313  off-street  parking  spaces  available  in  the  evening,  slightly  more  than  in  the  midday  due  to  the 
opening  of  the  Wells  Fargo  lot  at  night,  with  an  average  42  percent  (132  spaces)  occupied  and  an 
estimated  181  off-street  spaces  available  during  the  evening  peak  period.  Therefore  lots  and  garages 
in  the  project  area  typically  have  more  available  spaces  in  the  evenings  than  in  the  daytime.  Three 
carshare  companies.  City  CarShare,  Zip  Car,  and  Flex  Car,  have  five  carshare  spaces  within  five 
blocks  of  the  project  site  and  an  additional  ten  spaces  within  the  seven-  to  ten-block  radius  of  the 
project  site.  Carsharing  is  a  service  in  which  members  contract  for  the  occasional  use  of  a  vehicle 
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without  the  cost  or  responsibility  of  owning  a  vehicle.  When  substituted  for  vehicle  ownership, 
carsharing  can  reduce  parking  demand  in  an  area. 

Planning  Code  Sections  151  and  155  require  residential  projects  in  the  RC-4  zoning  district  to 
provide  one  off-street  parking  space  for  every  four  dwelling  units,  or  16  parking  spaces  for  the 
proposed  project.  Section  155(i)  of  the  Planning  Code  specifies  that  one  space  of  handicapped 
parking  be  designated  for  every  25  off-street  parking  spaces  provided,  or  zero  handicapped  spaces 
required  for  the  proposed  project.  Planning  Code  Section  1 66  requires  one  carshare  parking  space 
for  the  first  50-200  residential  units,  in  addition  to  those  required  in  Planning  Code  Sections  151  and 
155.  The  proposed  project  under  the  Planning  Code  would  therefore  be  required  to  provide  one 
carshare  parking  space.  Typically  carshare  spaces  are  provided  on  the  project  site  or  on  another  off- 
street  site  within  800  feet  of  the  building  site  and  available  at  no  cost  to  the  certified  carshare 
organization.  The  existing  mixed-use  office  and  retail  buildings  do  not  include  any  off-street  parking 
spaces.  Similarly,  the  proposed  project  would  not  provide  off-street  parking  spaces  and  would 
therefore  seek  an  allowable  exception  (a  variance)  to  the  Planning  Code  parking  requirements.  The 
project  site  is  located  within  the  North  Market- 1  Residential  Special  Use  District,  which  allows  the 
City  Planning  Commission  to  consider  modifying  off-street  parking  requirements  for  projects  to 
"protect  and  enhance  important  housing  resources  "..."preserve  buildings  of  architectural  and  historic 
importance"... or  "encourage  new  infill  housing"  {Planning  Code,  Section  249.5(c)(6)). 

The  proposed  project's  residential  units  would  generate  an  estimated  parking  demand  of 
approximately  75  parking  spaces.  This  estimate  may  be  conservative  considering  the  high  transit  and 
walking  rate  for  person-trips  in  this  neighborhood.  Since  the  proposed  project  would  not  provide  any 
parking  on-site,  residents  would  need  to  find  on-street  parking  or  parking  in  the  nearby  off-street 
facilities  to  meet  this  unmet  demand.  As  indicated  above  on-street  and  off-street  parking  is  generally 
fully  occupied  during  the  midday  peak  period  from  1 :30  p.m.  to  3:30  p.m.  During  the  evening  peak 
period  from  6:30-8:00  p.m.  there  are  230  on-street  spaces  available,  mostly  in  the  four  blocks 
southeast  of  the  project  site,  and  approximately  181  off-street  spaces  available  in  parking  facilities. 
Aside  from  the  1:30  p.m.  to  3:30  p.m.  mid-day  peak  period  for  on-street  and  off-street  parking,  the 
area's  current  parking  availability  could  meet  the  proposed  project's  unmet  demand  of  75  spaces, 
particularly  during  the  evening.  San  Francisco  does  not  consider  parking  supply  part  of  the 
permanent  physical  environment.  Parking  conditions  are  not  static,  as  parking  supply  and  demand 
vary  from  day  to  day,  from  day  to  night,  from  month  to  month,  etc.   Hence,  the  availability  of 
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parking  (or  lack  thereof)  is  not  a  permanent  physical  condition,  but  changes  over  time  as  people 
change  their  modes  and  patterns  of  travel. 

Under  CEQA,  parking  deficits  are  considered  social  effects  rather  than  physical  environmental 
impacts  and  they  need  not  be  treated  as  significant  impacts  on  the  environment.  Environmental 
review  documents  should,  however,  address  any  secondary  physical  effects  that  could  be  triggered  by 
a  social  impact  {CEQA  Guidelines,  §151 31(a)).  The  social  inconvenience  of  parking  deficits,  such  as 
having  to  hunt  for  scarce  parking  spaces,  is  not  an  environmental  impact,  but  there  may  be  secondary 
physical  environmental  impacts,  such  as  increased  traffic  congestion  at  intersections,  air  quality 
impacts,  safety  impacts,  or  noise  impacts  caused  by  congestion.  In  the  experience  of  San  Francisco 
transportation  planners,  however,  the  absence  of  a  ready  supply  of  parking  spaces  combined  with 
available  alternatives  to  auto  travel  (e.g.,  transit  service,  taxis,  bicycles  or  travel  by  foot)  and  a 
relatively  dense  pattern  of  urban  development,  may  induce  many  drivers  to  seek  and  find  alternative 
parking  facilities,  shift  to  other  modes  of  travel,  or  change  their  overall  travel  habits.  Any  such 
resulting  shifts  to  transit  service  in  particular,  would  be  in  keeping  with  the  City's  "Transit  First" 
policy.  The  City's  "Transit  Firsf  Policy,  established  in  the  City's  Charter  Section  16.102  provides 
that  "parking  policies  for  areas  well  served  by  public  transit  shall  be  designed  to  encourage  travel  by 
public  transportation  and  alternative  transportation."  As  discussed  above,  the  project  area  is  well- 
served  by  public  transit,  which  provides  alternatives  to  auto  travel.  Therefore,  the  creation  of,  or 
increase  in  parking  demand  resulting  from  a  proposed  project  that  cannot  be  met  by  existing  or 
proposed  parking  facilities  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  effect. 

The  transportation  analysis  accounts  for  potential  secondary  effects,  such  as  drivers  circling  and 
looking  for  a  parking  space  in  areas  of  limited  parking  supply,  by  assuming  that  all  drivers  would 
attempt  to  find  parking  at  or  near  the  project  site  and  then  seek  parking  farther  away  if  convenient 
parking  is  unavailable.  Moreover,  the  secondary  effects  of  drivers  searching  for  parking  is  typically 
offset  by  a  reduction  in  vehicle  trips  due  to  others  who  are  aware  of  constrained  parking  conditions  in 
a  given  area.  Hence,  any  secondary  environmental  impacts  that  may  result  from  a  shortfall  in 
parking  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  minor  and  the  traffic  assignments  used  in  the 
transportation  study,  as  well  as  in  associated  analysis  areas  (air  quality,  noise,  pedestrian/bicycle 
safety)  address  these  potential  secondary  effects. 
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The  availability  of  three  carshare  companies  operating  in  the  project  vicinity  creates  an  opportunity 
to  reduce  car  ownership,  and  therefore,  parking  demand  for  the  proposed  project.  The  project  sponsor 
has  agreed  to  contact  the  carshare  companies  to  encourage  them  to  establish  carshare  spaces  closer  to 
the  project  site  and  to  target  marketing  to  new  residents  of  the  proposed  project  (see  Improvement 
Measure  1:  Parking,  page  83). 

Loading 

The  proposed  project  and  related  residential  uses  would  generate  fewer  than  an  estimated  one  and 
one-half  average  daily  truck  trips,  which  equals  both  an  average  hour  (8:00  a.m.  to  5:00  p.m.)  and 
peak-hour  (10:00  a.m.  to  1:00  p.m.)  loading  demand  of  less  than  one  space  (0.07  and  0.09  percent, 
respectively),  for  the  proposed  project.  Planning  Code  Section  152  does  not  require  off-street 
loading  spaces  for  residential  development  less  than  100,000  square  feet  gross  floor  area.  Therefore, 
pursuant  to  the  Planning  Code  requirements,  no  loading  space  would  be  required  or  included  with 
the  proposed  project.  Based  on  the  project's  low  average  loading  demand  and  Planning  Code 
requirements  for  loading  spaces,  the  proposed  project  would  not  have  a  significant  loading  impact. 

While  the  daily  loading  demand  is  low,  there  is  a  possibility  that  when  delivery  or  service  vehicles 
arrive  at  the  project  site,  there  would  not  be  available  on-street  parking,  particularly  during  the 
weekday  mid-day  peak  period.  When  this  happens,  these  vehicles  could  illegally  double  park.  The 
project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  monitor  delivery  activities  and  if  necessary,  petition  the  Department  of 
Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT)  for  a  yellow  curb  space  in  front  of  the  proposed  project  (see 
Improvement  Measure  2:  Loading,  page  88). 

Occasionally,  a  large  semi  tractor-trailer  may  be  used  during  move-in  or  move-out  of  the  residential 
units.  These  vehicles  would  most  likely  use  Hyde  Street  and  would  be  required  to  obtain  a  permit 
from  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  (SFPD)  to  reserve  on-street  parking  spaces  for  move-in 
trucks.  However,  restricting  these  types  of  residential  moves  (those  requiring  an  on-street  parking 
permit)  to  weekends  in  order  to  avoid  conflicts  with  vehicular  and  pedestrian  traffic  during  the 
weekday  could  lessen  this  potential  loading  conflict  (see  Improvement  Measure  2:  Loading, 
page  88). 

Garbage  collection  would  occur  off  Eddy  Street  from  a  designated  garbage  area  either  within  the 
courtyard  or  within  the  building.   The  exact  location  has  not  yet  finalized,  however,  the  project 
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sponsor  has  indicated  an  intent  not  to  place  garbage  bins  on  the  street  or  in  a  manner  that  would 
block  sidewalks  or  parking  spaces.  The  project  sponsor  would  explore  with  Sunset  Scavengers  the 
feasibility  of  access  and  garbage  pick-up  from  within  the  proposed  building's  garbage  room  (see 
Improvement  Measure  3:  Loading  -  Garbage  Collection,  page  89). 

Pedestrian  and  Bicycle  Conditions 

Both  Eddy  and  Hyde  Streets  in  the  project  vicinity  have  12-foot  wide  sidewalks  that  can 
accommodate  relatively  heavy  pedestrian  volumes.^'  According  to  the  transportation  study 
conducted  for  the  proposed  project,  streets  in  this  urban  area  experience  moderately  high  pedestrian 
volumes  due  to  the  concentration  of  high-density  residential  buildings  and  commercial  uses.  The 
proposed  project  would  generate  approximately  67  new  p.m.  peak-hour  pedestrian  trips  (39  transit 
and  28  walking)  to  and  from  the  project  site.  The  main  entrance  to  the  proposed  residential  project 
would  be  located  on  Hyde  Street.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  sidewalks  and  crosswalks  in  the  project 
vicinity  could  accommodate  the  proposed  project's  new  pedestrian  trips  without  causing  significant 
pedestrian  circulation  impacts  along  sidewalks  and  crosswalks  in  the  area. 

Within  four  blocks  of  the  project  site,  there  is  one  Class  II  (a  designated  lane  on  a  City  street)  bike 
lane  (Route  16,  connecting  Japantown  and  the  Western  Addition  to  downtown),  and  two  Class  111 
bike  routes  (where  bikes  must  share  the  roadway  with  other  vehicles  without  a  designated  lane): 
Route  20,  connecting  the  Civic  Center  with  the  University  of  San  Francisco  and  the  Richmond 
District,  and  Route  25,  connecting  the  Visitacion  Valley/Bay  view  Hunters  Point  area  with  Potrero 
Hill,  Civic  Center,  Nob  Hill,  Russian  Hill,  and  Aquatic  Park.  Bicycle  volumes  are  generally  low  in 
the  study  area.^^  Section  155.5  of  the  Planning  Code  requires  25  bicycle  spaces  be  supplied  for  the 
first  50  dwelling  units  in  residential  buildings  of  four  or  more  dwelling  units,  and  one  space  for  every 
four  dwelling  units  up  to  a  maximum  of  400  spaces.  The  proposed  project  with  65  residential  units 
would  therefore  require  and  provide  29  bicycle  parking  spaces,  located  in  the  northwest  comer  of  the 
proposed  building  and  accessible  from  Eddy  Street.  The  three  p.m.  peak-hour  bicycle  trips 
associated  with  the  residents  of  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  expected  to  have  a  significant 
effect  on  bicycle  traffic  or  facilities  in  the  area  or  increase  conflicts  with  auto  traffic.^^  Similarly,  the 
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increase  in  13  p.m.  peak-hour  vehicle  trips  estimated  for  the  proposed  project  would  not  adversely 
affect  bicycle  travel  or  facilities  in  the  area,  and  this  impact  would,  therefore,  be  less  than  significant. 

Construction 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  temporarily  affect  traffic  and  parking  conditions  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  project  site.  During  the  estimated  1 8-month  construction  period,  temporary  and 
intermittent  traffic  and  transit  impacts  would  result  from  truck  movements  to  and  from  the  project 
site  during  construction  hours  (typically  Monday  through  Saturday  7:00  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m.).  Truck 
movements  during  periods  of  peak  traffic  fiow  would  have  greater  potential  to  create  conflicts  with 
traffic  and  transit  operations  than  during  non-peak  hours  because  of  the  greater  numbers  of  vehicles 
on  the  streets  during  the  peak  hour  that  would  have  to  maneuver  around  queued  trucks. 
Construction-period  traffic  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  project  are  considered  short  term  and 
would  be  less  than  significant.  Any  construction  traffic  occurring  between  7:00  a.m.  and  9:00  a.m.  or 
between  3:30  p.m.  and  6:00  p.m.  would  coincide  with  peak  hour  traffic  and  could  impede  traffic 
fiow.  To  the  extent  possible,  truck  movements  should  be  limited  to  the  hours  of  9:00  a.m.  and  3:30 
p.m.  to  minimize  disruption  of  the  general  traffic  flow  on  adjacent  streets  (see  Improvement 
Measure  4:  Construction,  on  page  89). 

Closures  of  traffic  lanes  on  Hyde  or  Eddy  Streets  during  construction  is  not  anticipated,  but  portions 
of  sidewalks  and  parking  lanes  abutting  the  project  site  would  likely  be  closed  for  a  portion  of  the 
construction  period.  Scaffold  would  be  constructed  over  the  sidewalks  on  both  Hyde  and  Eddy 
Streets,  approximately  140  feet  along  Hyde  Street  and  120  feet  along  Eddy  Street.  A  40-foot  section 
of  the  curb-parking  lane  on  Eddy  Street  is  estimated  to  be  temporarily  occupied  on  Eddy  Street 
during  construction.  Temporary  closures  of  any  traffic  lane,  parking  lane  or  sidewalk  are  subject  to 
review  and  approval  by  the  DPW  and  the  Interdepartmental  Staff  Committee  on  Traffic  and 
Transportation  (ISCOTT).  Although  there  are  no  bus  stops  in  front  of  the  project  site  on  either  Hyde 
or  Eddy  Streets,  any  temporary  relocation  of  Muni  bus  stops  would  require  coordination  and 
approval  by  Muni's  Street  Operations/Special  Events  office. 

During  the  estimated  1 8-month  project  construction  period,  approximately  26  construction  workers 
would  create  a  peak  construction  worker  parking  demand  of  about  1 3  parking  spaces.  During  project 
construction,  construction  workers  who  drive  to  the  project  site  would  compete  for  on-  and  off-street 
parking  in  the  project  vicinity.  Temporary  parking  demand  from  construction  workers'  vehicles  and 


Case  No.  2005.0762E 


50 


245  Hyde  Street  Residential  Project 


impacts  on  local  intersections  from  construction  worker  traffic  would  occur  in  proportion  to  the 
number  of  construction  workers  who  would  use  automobiles,  but  would  not  be  expected  to 
substantially  affect  parking  conditions  in  the  project  vicinity.  Therefore,  this  potential  effect  would 
not  be  considered  significant. 

If  the  construction  of  the  proposed  project  were  to  occur  simultaneously  with  other  projects  in  the 
area,  disruptions  to  traffic  and  transit  operations  could  potentially  occur.  The  contractor  and  the 
project  sponsor  should  work  with  the  DPW,  DPT,  Muni,  and  the  sponsors  of  the  neighboring  projects 
to  coordinate  construction  schedules  so  any  potential  conflicts  can  be  minimized  (see  Improvement 
Measure  4:  Construction,  page  89). 

Cumulative  Impacts 

Additional  vehicles  trips  were  estimated  with  a  one-percent  annual  growth  rate  compounded  over  1 9 
years,  to  2025,  and  considered  background  traffic  growth  consistent  with  the  San  Francisco  County 
Transportation  Authority's  travel-forecasting  model,  potential  traffic  growth  from  Hastings  College 
and  the  proposed  project.  Future  cumulative  vehicle  trips  would  be  distributed  on  streets  in  the 
project  vicinity  and  would  not  be  considered  a  substantial  traffic  increase  relative  to  the  existing 
capacity  of  the  local  street  system.  All  five  study  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  D  or  better. 
The  cumulative  incremental  increase  on  transit  ridership,  parking  demand,  loading,  pedestrian,  and 
bicycle  conditions  resulting  from  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  considered  significant.  Based  on 
the  above  discussion,  the  proposed  project  would  not  cause  significant  cumulative  transportation 
impacts. 

Conclusion 

As  discussed  above,  the  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  increase  traffic,  exceed  designated 
county  congestion  management  service  standards,  include  design  features  that  would  increase  traffic 
hazards,  create  inadequate  emergency  access,  produce  inadequate  parking  capacity,  conflict  with 
alternative  transportation  policies,  plans  or  programs,  or,  increase  transit  ridership  beyond  existing 
and  cumulative  transit  capacity.  As  a  result,  the  proposed  project's  transportation  and  circulation 
impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 
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Topics: 


6.     NOISI^-Would  the  project: 

a)  Result  in  exposure  of  persons  to  or  generation  of  noise 
levels  in  excess  of  standards  established  in  the  local 
general  plan  or  noise  ordinance,  or  applicable  standards 
of  other  agencies? 

b)  Result  in  exposure  of  persons  to  or  generation  of 
excessive  ground  borne  vibration  or  ground  borne  noise 
levels? 

c)  Result  in  a  substantial  peimanent  increase  in  ambient 
noise  levels  in  the  project  vicinity  above  levels  existing 
without  the  project? 

d)  Result  in  a  substantial  temporary  or  periodic  increase  in 
ambient  noise  levels  in  the  project  vicinity  above  levels 
existing  without  the  project? 

e)  For  a  project  located  within  an  airport  land  use  plan  area, 
or,  where  such  a  plan  has  not  been  adopted,  in  an  area 
within  two  miles  of  a  public  airport  or  public  use  airport, 
would  the  project  expose  people  residing  or  working  in 
the  area  to  excessive  noise  levels? 

0  For  a  project  located  in  the  vicinity  of  a  private  airstrip, 
would  the  project  expose  people  residing  or  working  in 
the  project  area  to  excessive  noise  levels? 

g)     Be  substantially  affected  by  existing  noise  levels? 
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□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 

□ 
□ 


Less  Than 
Significant  with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 


□ 

□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 

□ 
□ 


Less  Tlian 
Significant 
Impact 


No 

Impact      Not  Applicable 


□ 


□ 


□  □ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 
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□ 
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The  project  site  is  not  located  within  an  airport  land  use  plan  area,  or  near  a  private  airstrip  and 
therefore,  these  items  (6  e  and  f)  are  not  applicable  to  the  proposed  project. 

Ambient  noise  and  vibration  levels  in  the  project  vicinity  are  typical  of  neighborhood  noise  levels  in 
urban  San  Francisco,  which  are  dominated  by  vehicular  traffic,  including  trucks,  cars.  Muni  buses, 
emergency  vehicles,  and  surrounding  land  use  activities,  such  as  commercial  businesses  and  periodic 
temporary  construction-related  noise  from  nearby  development,  or  street  maintenance.  The  nearest 
sensitive  receptor^'*  to  the  project  site  would  be  the  surrounding  residential  use,  particularly  those  at 
the  Sala  Burton  Senior  Center  at  430  Turk  Street  on  the  project  block  and  playground  users  at  the 
Hyde  &  Turk  Mini-Park  located  a  half  block  south  of  the  project  site  on  the  comer  of  Turk  and  Hyde 
Streets.  There  are  no  day  care  facilities  nearby. 


Sensitive  receptors  include  the  elderly,  children,  and  those  with  ailments  making  them  more  sensitive  to  project 
effects. 
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Operational  Noise 

Based  on  published  scientific  acoustic  studies,  traffic  volumes  would  need  to  approximately  double 
to  produce  a  noticeable  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  area.  The  additional  13  p.m.  peak- 
hour  vehicle  trips  estimated  for  the  proposed  project  would  not  double  traffic  volumes  in  the  area  and 
therefore,  would  not  cause  a  noticeable  increase  in  the  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  project  vicinity. 

The  proposed  project  would  include  mechanical  equipment,  such  as  air  conditioning  units  and 
chillers,  which  could  produce  operational  noise.  Substantial  increases  in  the  ambient  noise  level  due 
to  operational  noise  from  building  equipment  would  not  be  anticipated.  The  operations  of 
mechanical  equipment  would  be  subject  to  Section  2909  of  Article  29  (the  Noise  Ordinance)  of  the 
San  Francisco  Police  Code  that  limits  noise  from  building  operations.  The  proposed  project  would 
therefore,  result  in  a  less-than-significant  operational  noise  impact. 

Interior  Noise 

The  proposed  project  would  be  subject  to  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  that 
establishes  uniform  noise  insulation  standards  for  residential  structures.  Title  24  requires  that 
residential  structures  (other  than  detached  single-family  dwellings)  be  designed  to  prevent  the 
intrusion  of  exterior  noise  so  that  the  noise  level  with  windows  closed  and  attributable  to  exterior 
sources  shall  not  exceed  45  decibels  in  any  habitable  room.  This  standard  is  consistent  with  the 
General  Plan's  Environmental  Protection  and  Noise  Element  objectives  and  policies,  particularly  the 
Transportation  Noise  section.  Objective  10,  related  to  minimizing  noise  impacts  and  Policy  10.2, 
promoting  the  incorporation  of  noise  insulation  materials  into  new  construction. 

To  ensure  that  occupants  of  the  proposed  residential  units  would  not  be  adversely  affected  by 
proximity  to  existing  ambient  noise,  noise  insulation  measures  would  be  included  as  part  of  the 
design  for  the  proposed  project,  as  required  by  Title  24.  DBI  would  review  the  final  building  plans 
to  ensure  that  the  building  wall  and  floor/ceiling  assemblies  meet  Title  24  standards  regarding  sound 
transmission.  Because  the  proposed  development  would  be  required  to  comply  with  Title  24  noise 
insulation  requirements,  the  existing  noise  environment  would  not  significantly  affect  project 
residents. 
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Construction  Noise 

Partial  demolition,  excavation  and  project  construction  would  increase  noise,  and  possibly  vibration 
levels,  temporarily  and  intermittently  around  the  project  site,  and  may  be  considered  an  annoyance 
by  occupants  of  nearby  properties.  During  the  18-month  construction  period,  noise  and  vibration 
levels  would  intermittently  be  above  ambient  levels  in  the  project  area.  Noise  and  vibration  levels 
would  fluctuate  depending  on  the  construction  phase,  equipment  type  and  duration  of  use,  distance 
between  noise  source  and  listener,  and  presence  or  absence  of  barriers.  Construction  noises 
associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  include  excavation,  truck  traffic,  foundation  construction, 
steel  erection,  and  finishing.  Of  these,  excavation,  site  work,  and  the  proposed  building's  initial 
framework  construction  would  likely  generate  the  most  construction-related  noise.  During  this 
period,  there  would  be  truck  traffic  to  and  from  the  site,  hauling  excavated  materials  and  debris  or 
delivering  building  materials.  The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  the  Police  Code) 
regulates  construction-related  noise  and  requires  that  noise  levels  from  individual  pieces  of 
construction  equipment,  other  than  impact  tools,  not  exceed  80  dBA^^  at  a  distance  of  100  feet  from 
the  source.  Impact  tools,  such  as  jackhammers,  must  have  both  the  intake  and  exhaust  muffled  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  DPW.  If  the  noise  from  the  construction  work  would  exceed  the 
ambient  noise  levels  at  the  property  line  of  the  site  by  5  dBA,  the  work  must  not  be  conducted 
between  8:00  pm  and  7:00  am,  unless  the  Director  of  the  DPW  authorizes  a  special  permit.  The 
construction  of  the  proposed  project  must  comply  with  regulations  set  forth  in  the  San  Francisco 
Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  the  Police  Code). 

The  proposed  building  addition  would  not  use  pile  driving.  As  a  result,  the  proposed  project  would 
not  create  unusual  levels  of  ground-borne  vibration  during  construction  that  would  disturb  nearby 
residents  or  businesses,  and  vibration  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

In  summary,  compliance  with  Title  24  California  Code  regulations  would  ensure  existing  noise  levels 
would  not  significantly  affect  project  residents.  Neither  operational  nor  traffic-related  noise  related 
to  the  proposed  project  would  significantly  increase  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  project  vicinity, 
including  to  residential  sensitive  receptors  in  the  area.  Construction-related  increases  in  noise  and 


"  "dBA"  is  the  acronym  for  decibels  using  the  A-weighted  scale.  A  decibel  is  a  unit  of  measurement  for  sound 
loudness  (amplitude).  The  A-weighted  scale  is  a  logarithmic  scale  that  approximates  the  sensitivity  of  the  human 
ear. 
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vibration  resulting  from  project  construction  would  be  considered  less-than-significant  due  to  their 
temporary  and  intermittent  nature  and  the  requirement  to  comply  with  the  City's  Noise  Ordinance. 


Less  Than 

Potentially        Significant  with  Less  Than 

Significant           Mitigation  Significant  No 

Topics:                                                 Impact             Incorporated  Impact           Impact      Not  Applicable 


7.     AIR  QUALITY 

Where  available,  the  significance  criteria  established  by  the  applicable  air  quality  management  or  air  pollution  control  district 
may  be  relied  upon  to-make  the  following  determinations.  Would  the  project: 

a)  Conflict  with  or  obstruct  implementation  of  the  Q  I   I  1^  I  I 
applicable  air  quality  plan? 

b)  Violate  any  air  quality  standard  or  contribute  Q  |^  Q  |  | 
substantially  to  an  existing  or  projected  air  quality 

violation? 

c)  Result  in  a  cumulatively  considerable  net  increase  of  any  ^  |^ 
criteria  pollutant  for  which  the  project  region  is  non- 
attainment  under  an  applicable  federal,  state,  or  regional 

ambient  air  quality  standard  (including  releasing 
emissions  which  exceed  quantitative  thresholds  for 
ozone  precursors)? 

d)  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial  pollutant  Q  ^  |  | 
concentrations? 

e)  Create  objectionable  odors  affecting  a  substantial  I   I  !^  I  I 
number  of  people? 


The  Federal  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA),  as  amended,  and  the  California  Clean  Air  Act  (CCAA)  legislate 
ambient  air  standards  and  related  air  quality  reporting  systems  for  regional  regulatory  agencies  to 
develop  mobile  and  stationary  source  control  measures  to  meet  the  standards.  The  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  is  the  primary  responsible  regulatory  agency  in  the  Bay 
Area  for  planning,  implementing  and  enforcing  the  federal  and  state  ambient  standards  for  criteria 
pollutants.^^  Criteria  air  pollutants  include  ozone,  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  nitrogen  dioxide  (NO2), 
sulfur  dioxide  (SO2),  particulate  matter  (PMio  &  PM2.5)  and  lead. 

The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Air  Basin  encompasses  many  counties  including  San  Francisco, 
Alameda,  Contra  Costa,  Marin,  San  Mateo,  Napa  and  parts  of  Solano  and  Sonoma  Counties.  The 
San  Francisco  Air  Basin  has  a  history  of  air  quality  violations  for  ozone,  carbon  monoxide  and 
particulate  matter.  The  basin  currently  does  not  meet  the  State  ambient  air  quality  standards  for 
ozone,  PMj^,  and  PM^^.  BAAQMD  has  adopted  air  quality  management  plans  over  the  years  to 


State  &  Federal  air  quality  standards  for  and  the  Bay  Area's  attainment  status  can  be  viewed  on  the  BAAQMD 
website  at  http://www.baaqmd.gov. 
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address  control  methods  and  strategies  to  meet  air  quality  standards,  the  latest  plans  being  the  Bay 
Area  2000  Clean  Air  Plan,  2001  Ozone  Attainment  Plan,  and  2005  Bay  Area  Ozone  Strategy. 

Operational  Emissions 

The  proposed  project  addition  and  renovation  would  affect  local  air  quality  by  increasing  vehicular 
traffic  on  nearby  roads  and  at  the  project  site,  and  by  adding  stationary  emissions  (mechanical 
equipment)  to  the  project  site.  According  to  the  BAAQMD,  vehicles  are  the  primary  source  of 
operational  project-related  emissions."  The  BAAQMD  has  established  thresholds  for  projects 
requiring  its  review  for  potential  air  quality  impacts.^^  These  thresholds  are  based  on  a  minimum 
size  for  projects  that  the  BAAQMD  considers  capable  of  producing  air  quality  problems  due  to 
vehicular  emissions.  The  BAAQMD  generally  does  not  recommend  a  detailed  air  quality  analysis 
for  residential  projects  with  fewer  than  320  single-family  or  510  multi-family  units,  or  for  projects 
that  would  generate  fewer  than  2,000  vehicle  trips  per  day.  The  proposed  project's  65  residential  units 
would  be  expected  to  add  an  estimated  13  p.m.  peak-hour  vehicle  trips.  As  discussed  above  (see 
Section  5,  Transportation  and  Circulation),  nearby  intersections  would  continue  to  operate  at 
acceptable  levels  of  service  with  the  addition  of  project-related  traffic.  Therefore,  the  proposed 
project  would  not  exceed  the  BAAQMD  thresholds. 

Additional  stationary  source  emissions,  generated  by  mechanical  equipment,  and  the  combustion  of 
natural  gas  for  building  space  and  water  heating  would  be  relatively  minimal,  and  would  be 
considered  less  than  significant.  The  proposed  project  would  not  violate  any  BAAQMD  ambient  air 
quality  standard  or  contribute  substantially  to  an  existing  or  projected  air  quality  violation.  For  all  of 
the  above  reasons,  the  proposed  project  would  not  generate  significant  operational  air  quality 
impacts. 

The  proposed  project  would  be  generally  consistent  with  the  General  Plan  and  air  quality 
management  plans  such  as  the  Bay  Area  2000  Clean  Air  Plan,  and  the  Bay  Area  2005  Ozone 
Strategy.  Additionally,  the  General  Plan,  Planning  Code,  and  City  Charter  implement  various 
transportation  control  measures  identified  in  the  2005  Ozone  Strategy  through  the  City's  "Transit 
First"  Program,  bicycle  parking  requirements,  transit  development  fees,  and  other  actions. 


Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines,  Assessing  the  Air  Quality  Impacts 
of  Projects  and  Plans,  December  1999. 

^'    See  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines,  December  1 999,  page  25. 
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Accordingly,  the  proposed  project  would  not  contribute  considerably  to  cumulative  air  quality 
impacts,  nor  would  it  interfere  with  implementation  of  the  2005  Ozone  Strategy  or  the  2001  Ozone 
Attainment  Plan,  which  are  the  applicable  regional  air  quality  plans  developed  to  improve  air  quality 
and  attain  state  and  federal  ambient  air  quality  standards.  As  such,  the  operational  characteristics  of 
the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  cumulatively  considerable  increases  in  regional  air 
pollutants. 

Odors 

The  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a  perceptible  increase  or  change  in  odors  on  the  project  site 
or  in  the  project  vicinity,  and  it  would  not  include  uses  prone  to  objectionable  odors.  Observation 
indicates  that  surrounding  land  uses  are  not  sources  of  noticeable  odors  that  would  adversely  affect 
project  residents. 

Construction  Emissions 

Site  preparation  activities,  such  as  excavation,  grading,  foundation  construction,  and  other  ground- 
disturbing  construction  activity  would  temporarily  affect  local  air  quality  during  the  anticipated  1 8- 
month  construction  period  for  the  proposed  project,  causing  temporary  and  intermittent  increases  in 
particulate  dust  and  other  pollutants.  The  movement  of  heavy  equipment  would  create  fugitive  dust 
(particulate  matter  including  PMio  and  PM2.5)  and  diesel  fuel  combustion  would  emit  nitrogen  oxides 
(NOx),  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  sulphur  dioxide  (SO2),  reactive  organic  gases  or  hydrocarbons  (ROG 
or  HC),  and  particulate  matter  with  a  diameter  of  less  than  1 0  microns  (PMio). 

Dust  emission  during  demolition  and  removal  of  the  existing  buildings  would  increase  particulate 
concentrations  near  the  project  site.  Dustfall  can  be  expected  at  times  on  surfaces  located  within  200 
to  800  feet  of  the  project  site.  Under  winds  exceeding  twelve  miles  per  hour,  localized  effects 
including  human  discomfort  might  occur  downwind  from  blowing  dust.  Construction  dust  is 
composed  primarily  of  larger  particles  that  settle  out  of  the  atmosphere  more  rapidly  with  increasing 
distance  from  the  source  and  can  be  filtered  by  human  breathing  passages.  In  general,  construction 
dust  would  result  in  more  of  a  nuisance  than  a  health  hazard  in  the  vicinity  of  construction  activities. 
However,  about  one-third  of  the  dust  generated  by  construction  activities  consists  of  smaller  size 
particles  in  the  range  that  can  be  inhaled  by  humans  (i.e.  particles  10  microns  or  smaller  in  diameter), 
known  as  PMio,  although  those  particles  are  generally  inert.    Persons  with  respiratory  diseases 
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immediately  downwind  of  the  site,  as  well  as  any  unprotected  electronics  equipment,  could  be 
sensitive  to  this  dust. 

The  BAAQMD,  in  its  CEQA  Guidelines,  has  identified  a  set  of  PM,o  and  PM2.5  control  measures  for 
construction  activities  such  as  twice  daily  watering  of  exposed  soil  areas,  daily  sweeping  of 
surrounding  streets,  covering  of  construction  vehicle  loads,  and  on-going  construction  truck 
maintenance  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions.  In  order  to  reduce  the  quantity  of  dust  generated  during 
site  preparation  and  construction,  the  project  sponsor  would  implement  Mitigation  Measure  3,  the 
BAAQMD  PMio  control  measures  (see  Section  F.  Mitigation  Measures,  page  83).  Implementation 
of  this  mitigation  measure  would  reduce  the  proposed  project's  construction-related  air  quality 
impacts  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Conclusion 

As  discussed  above,  the  proposed  project  would  not  conflict  with  applicable  air  quality  plans,  would 
not  create  significant  operational  or  cumulative  air  emissions,  and  would  not  create  or  be  exposed  to 
objectionable  odors.  Implementation  of  Mitigation  Measure  3,  page  85,  would  reduce  the  proposed 
project's  construction-related  air  quality  impacts  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 


Topics: 


8.     WIND  AND  SHADOW— Would  the  project: 

a)  Alter  wind  in  a  manner  that  substantially  affects  public 
areas? 

b)  Create  new  shadow  in  a  manner  that  substantially  affects 
outdoor  recreation  facilities  or  other  public  areas? 
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Wind 

Typically,  winds  in  San  Francisco  are  from  the  west  off  the  Pacific  Ocean,  and  wind  speeds  in 
general  are  greatest  in  the  spring  and  summer,  and  the  least  in  the  fall.  Wind  can  interact  with 
buildings  to  accelerate  ground-level  wind  speeds  and  create  uncomfortable  or  hazardous  conditions 
for  pedestrians.  Daily  wind  speeds  vary  with  the  strongest  wind  in  the  late  afternoon  and  lightest 
winds  in  the  morning.  Ground-level  wind  impacts  are  generally  caused  by  large  building  masses 
extending  substantially  above  their  surroundings,  and  by  buildings  oriented  such  that  a  large  wall 
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catches  a  prevailing  wind,  particularly  if  such  a  wall  includes  little  or  no  articulation.  The  proposed 
project  would  renovate  the  existing  30-foot-tall  buildings  and  through  additions  increase  the  height  to 
four-stories  and  approximately  38  feet.  Surrounding  buildings  are  mostly  taller,  at  three-  to  seven- 
stories. 

Since  the  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  increase  the  height  of  the  existing  buildings,  or  be 
substantially  taller  than  nearby  buildings,  the  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  change  the 
existing  wind  environment  in  the  project  vicinity,  or  result  in  adverse  effects  on  ground-level  winds. 

Shadow 

The  proposed  project  would  be  approximately  38  feet  in  height  and  would  comply  with  the  80-T 
height  and  bulk  district  applicable  to  the  project  site.  The  project  site  is  located  one-half  of  a  block 
from  the  Hyde  &  Turk  Mini-Park,  a  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  property  that  occupies  the 
comer  of  Turk  and  Hyde  Streets.  Other  parks  are  located  four  or  more  blocks  away  with  three-  to 
seven-story  buildings  intervening  in  between.  Section  295  of  the  Planning  Code  was  adopted  in 
response  to  Proposition  K  (passed  November  1984).  When  buildings  or  additions  will  be  higher  than 
40  feet,  Section  295  protects  parks  and  recreation  centers  under  the  jurisdiction  of,  or  to  be  acquired 
by,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  from  new  shadows  during  the  period  between  one  hour  after 
sunrise  and  one  hour  before  sunset,  year  round,  unless  the  Planning  Commission,  in  consultation  with 
the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission,  finds  the  impact  to  be  less  than  significant.  The  renovation 
and  addition  to  the  existing  buildings  under  the  proposed  project  would  increase  its  height  from  30  to 
38  feet.  The  Hyde  &  Turk  Mini-Park  is  located  north  of  the  project  site,  with  a  taller  (six-story) 
intervening  residential  building  in  between.  The  nine-foot  increase  in  height  on  the  proposed  project 
would  add  to  the  existing  shadow  conditions  in  the  immediate  project  vicinity,  such  as  to  adjacent 
sidewalks,  streets  and  buildings,  but  would  not  be  considered  a  substantial  increase  or  above  levels 
that  are  common  and  generally  acceptable  in  urban  areas.  The  proposed  project  would  therefore 
have  a  less-than-significant  shadow  impact. 
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Topics: 


9.      RECREATION— Would  the  project: 

a)  Increase  the  use  of  existing  neighborhood  and  regional 
parks  or  other  recreational  facilities  such  that  substantial 
physical  deterioration  of  the  facilities  would  occur  or  be 
accelerated? 

b)  Include  recreational  facilities  or  require  the  construction 
or  expansion  of  recreational  facilities  that  might  have  an 
adverse  physical  effect  on  the  environment? 

c)  Physically  degrade  existing  recreational  resources? 
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Recreational  facilities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  include  the  Hyde-Turk  Mini  Park 
located  one  half  of  a  block  to  the  south  of  the  project  site,  the  Fred  Alfred  Boeddecker  Neighborhood 
Park  three  blocks  to  the  east  (at  the  intersection  of  Eddy  and  Jones  Streets),  the  Tenderloin 
Playground  two  blocks  to  the  northeast  (located  on  Ellis  Street  between  Hyde  and  Leavenworth 
Streets),  and  the  Sergeant  J.  Maculay  Park  located  three  blocks  northwest  at  Larkin  and  O'Farrell 
Streets.  The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area  identified  in  the  General  Plan  as  in  high  need  for 
recreational  facilities  and  improvements  (to  be  given  the  highest  priority  for  new  parks  and 
recreational  facilities  in  the  City).^^  The  San  Francisco  Recreational  and  Parks  Department  analyzes 
facility  needs  throughout  the  City  as  part  of  their  Capital  Improvement  and  Budget  planning  process. 
The  most  recent  assessment  of  public  recreational  facilities,  in  2004,  indicated  a  general  need  for 
additional  ball  fields,  multiuse/soccer  fields,  recreation  centers  (particularly  in  Districts  4,  5,  6,  7, 
11),  and  basketball  courts.'*^  Facility  service  area  maps  provided  with  the  assessment  indicate  the 
project  site  is  served  by  a  two  small  parks  for  children,  but  not  within  the  service  area  of  any  nearby 
ballparks,  soccer  fields,  or  pools.'*' 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  General  Plan,  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element,  Map  9:  Open  Space 
Improvement  Priority  Plan,  Adopted  July  1995. 

'"'  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  2004  Recreation  Assessment  Summary  Report.  Available  for 
viewing  at  www.parks.sfgov.org. 

^'  Ibid. 
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The  proposed  project  would  add  65  residential  units,  or  an  estimated  1 12  new  residents  to  the  area. 
The  proposed  project  would  provide  on-site  open  space  in  the  form  of  interior  courtyards,  for  passive 
recreational  use  by  project  residents.  The  project  would  be  located  within  walking  distance  of  the 
above-noted  parks  and  open  spaces.  Thus,  project  residents  would  have  access  to  private  and  public 
open  space.  Although  the  proposed  project  would  generate  additional  demand  for  nearby 
recreational  facilities  and  is  located  in  an  area  identified  by  the  City  as  in  need  of  new  or  expanded 
recreational  facilities,  the  proposed  project's  increase  in  residential  units  and  population  would  not  be 
considered  a  substantial  contribution  to  the  existing  demand  for  public  recreational  facilities  in  this 
area  and  would  not  result  in  substantial  physical  deterioration  of  existing  recreational  resources.  The 
proposed  project  would  not  result  in  the  construction  or  expansion  of  off-site  recreational  facilities. 
Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  less-than-significant  impact  with  regard  to  recreation. 


Topics: 


10.   UTILITIES  AND  SERVICE  SYSTEMS— Would  the 
project: 

a)  Exceed  wastewater  treatment  requirements  of  the 
applicable  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board? 

b)  Require  or  result  in  the  construction  of  new  water  or 
wastewater  treatment  facilities  or  expansion  of  existing 
facilities,  the  construction  of  which  could  cause 
significant  environmental  effects? 

c)  Require  or  result  in  the  construction  of  new  storm  water 
drainage  facilities  or  expansion  of  existing  facilities,  the 
construction  of  which  could  cause  significant 
environmental  effects? 

d)  Have  sufficient  water  supply  available  to  serve  the 
project  ftom  existing  entitlements  and  resources,  or 
require  new  or  expanded  water  supply  resources  or 
entitlements? 

e)  Result  in  a  determination  by  the  wastewater  treatment 
provider  that  would  serve  the  project  that  it  has 
inadequate  capacity  to  serve  the  project's  projected 
demand  in  addition  to  the  provider's  existing 
commitments? 

f)  Be  served  by  a  landfill  with  sufficient  permitted  capacity 
to  accommodate  the  project's  solid  waste  disposal  needs? 

g)  Comply  with  federal,  state,  and  local  statutes  and 
regulations  related  to  solid  waste? 
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Based  on  an  average  household  size  of  1.72  in  Census  Tract  124  (U.S.  Census  Bureau,  Census  2000. 
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The  project  site  is  located  in  an  urban  area  that  is  served  by  utihty  and  other  service  systems, 
including  water,  wastewater  and  storm  water  collection  and  treatment,  and  solid  waste  collection  and 
disposal.  The  proposed  project  would  replace  existing  office  and  retail  uses  with  new  residential 
uses  and  would  likely  increase  demand  for  and  use  of  utilities  and  other  services,  but  not  in  excess  of 
amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  this  area. 

Sewer  and  Wastewater  Service 

The  project  site  is  served  by  San  Francisco's  combined  sewer  and  wastewater  treatment  system, 
which  handles  both  sewage  treatment  and  stormwater  runoff.  The  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control 
Plant  (Southeast  Plant)  provides  wastewater  and  stormwater  treatment  and  management  for  the  east 
side  of  the  city,  including  the  project  site.  No  major  new  sewer  or  stormwater  facilities  or 
construction  would  be  needed  to  serve  the  proposed  project.  The  proposed  project  would  be  required 
to  meet  the  wastewater  pre-treatment  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission, 
as  required  by  the  San  Francisco  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  in  order  to  meet  Regional  Water  Quality 
Control  Board  requirements.'*^  The  proposed  project  would  not  significantly  increase  the  total 
wastewater  volume  discharged  by  the  project  site,  particularly  since  the  site  is  currently  completely 
covered  with  impervious  surfaces.  The  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  increase  the 
demand  for  wastewater  treatment  to  the  project  site  and  would  therefore  result  in  a  less-than- 
significant  project-specific  and  cumulative  wastewater  service  impact. 

Water  Supply  Facilities 

The  proposed  project's  additional  65  residential  units  would  consume  an  estimated  7,000  gallons  of 
water  per  day.'*'*  Although  the  proposed  project  would  incrementally  increase  the  demand  for  water 
in  San  Francisco,  the  estimated  increase  could  be  accommodated  within  anticipated  water  use  and 
supply  for  San  Francisco.''^  Additionally,  the  new  construction  would  be  designed  to  incorporate 
water-conserving  measures,  such  as  low-flush  toilets  and  urinals,  as  required  by  the  California  State 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Ordinance  No.  19-92,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Code  (Public  Works), 
Article  4.1  (amended),  January  13,  1992. 

Based  on  the  average  residential  water  use  of  62  gallons  per  capita  per  day  (SFPUC,  2005  Urban  Water 
Management  Plan  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (UWMP),  December  2005,  page  40,  available  at 
http://sfwater.org/  (accessed  for  this  report  March  9,  2007)  ((65*average  household  size)*62),  rounded  up. 

''^    San  Francisco  Public  Utility  Commission,  2005  Urban  Water  Management  Plan  (UWMP).  The  Plan  uses  the 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department's  current  long  range  growth  projections  -  Land  Use  Allocation  2002  -  an 
estimate  of  total  growth  expected  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  from  2000  -  2025.  These  projections 
have  similar  employment  growth  and  approximately  15,000  higher  household  growth  than  ABAG  Projections  2002. 
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Building  Code  Section  402.0(c).  As  discussed  under  Air  Quality,  during  project  construction,  the 
project  sponsor  and  project  building  contractor  must  comply  with  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  which  requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control 
activities.  Since  project  water  demand  could  be  accommodated  by  the  existing  and  planned  supply 
anticipated  under  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utility  Commission's  2005  UWMP  and  would  use  best- 
practice  water  conservation  devices,  it  would  not  result  in  a  substantial  increase  in  water  use  on  the 
project  site  that  could  not  be  accommodated  by  existing  water  supply  entitlements  and  resources. 
Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  less-than-significant  project-specific  and  cumulative 
water  impacts. 

Solid  Waste 

Solid  waste  would  be  collected  by  Sunset  Scavenger  Company,  transported  to  the  Norcal  transfer 
station  near  Candlestick  Point,  and  recycled  as  feasible,  with  remaining  non-recyclable  material 
being  disposed  of  at  Altamont  Landfill,  where  it  is  required  to  meet  federal,  state  and  local  solid 
waste  regulations.  A  substantial  expansion  of  the  Altamont  Landfill,  approved  in  1997  and  under 
construction  will  accommodate  San  Francisco's  solid  waste  stream  well  into  the  future.  Additionally, 
the  City  has  a  goal  to  divert  most  (75  percent)  of  its  waste  away  from  disposal  (through  recycling, 
composting,  etc.)  by  2010  and  to  divert  all  waste  by  2020.  The  solid  waste  associated  with  the 
proposed  project  construction  and  operation  would  not  significantly  increase  the  amount  of  solid 
waste  produced  on-site,  or  substantially  affect  the  capacity  of  the  Altamont  Landfill.  Therefore,  the 
proposed  project  would  result  in  less-than-significant  project-specific  and  cumulative  solid  waste 
impact. 

Conclusion 

No  new  water  delivery  or  wastewater  collection  and  treatment  facilities  would  be  required  to  serve 
the  proposed  project.  Project  solid  waste  would  be  recycled  as  feasible  at  the  Norcal  transfer  station, 
with  non-recyclables  disposed  of  at  the  Altamont  Landfill,  where  adequate  capacity  exists  to  serve 
existing  and  future  needs  of  San  Francisco.  The  proposed  project  would  incrementally  increase  the 
demand  for  water,  wastewater  and  other  services  on-site,  but  not  in  excess  of  anticipated  demand 
projected  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  less-than- 
significant  utilities  and  service  systems  impact. 
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Topics:                                                                                        Impact             Incorporation  Impact           Impact  '^PP'''^'^'^ 

II.    PUBLIC  SERVICES—  Would  the  project: 

a)  Result  in  substantial  adverse  physical  impacts  associated 
with  the  provision  of,  or  the  need  for,  new  or  physically 
altered  governmental  facilities,  the  construction  of  which 
could  cause  significant  environmental  impacts,  in  order  to 
maintain  acceptable  service  ratios,  response  limes,  or  other 
performance  objectives  for  any  public  services  such  as  fire 
protection,  police  protection,  schools,  parks,  or  other 
services? 

The  project  site  is  located  in  an  urban  area  that  is  currently  sened  with  public  services,  such  as  fire, 
police,  public  schools,  parks,  libraries  and  other  ser\  ices.  While  the  proposed  project  would  increase 
the  number  of  residents  on  the  project  site,  and  thereb\-  increase  demand  for  and  use  of  local  public 
services,  it  would  not  be  considered  in  excess  of  amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  this  area. 

Police  and  Fire  Protection 

The  project  site  currently  receives  police  and  fire  protection  services  from  the  San  Francisco  Police 
Department  (SFPD)  and  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  (SFFD).  The  proposed  project  would 
change  the  existing  office  and  retail  use  on  the  project  site  to  65  residential  units,  or  an  estimated  1 12 
residents.  The  nearest  police  station  is  the  Tenderloin  Station  located  at  301  Eddy  Street  two  blocks 
to  the  east.  The  nearest  fire  station  is  Station  3,  located  at  1067  Post  Street  five  blocks  to  the 
northwest.  Although  the  proposed  project  could  increase  activity  and  the  number  of  calls  received 
from  the  area  and  the  level  of  regulatory  oversight  required,  the  increase  in  responsibilities  would  not 
be  considered  substantially  greater  than  the  existing  demand  for  police  and  fire  protection  services  in 
the  Tenderloin  Neighborhood.  Meeting  this  additional  service  demand  would  not  require  the 
construction  of  new  police  or  fire  prevention  facilities.  The  proposed  project  would  therefore,  not 
result  in  a  significant  impact  related  to  police  or  fire  protection  sen.  ices. 

Schools 

Some  of  the  new  residents  of  the  proposed  65-unit  residential  development  may  be  families  with 
school  age  children.  The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (SFUSD)  employs  a  student 
generation  rate  of  0.203  students  per  housing  unit  for  planning  purposes  and  the  proposed  65  units 
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would  generate  approximately  thirteen  school-age  children  (K-12).  This  may  be  an  overestimate  of 
the  proposed  project  population,  because  the  majority,  about  90  percent,  of  the  proposed  units  would 
be  one-bedroom  or  studio  units.  Nearby  public  schools  to  the  project  site  are  predominantly 
elementary  schools  and  include  the  Tenderloin  Community  Elementary  School  at  627  Turk  Street, 
two  blocks  to  the  southwest,  and  the  Harvey  Milk  Children  Center  at  841  Ellis  Street,  four  blocks  to 
the  northwest  and  the  John  Swett  Alternative  Elementary  School  at  727  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  six 
blocks  from  the  project  site.  Outside  the  project  vicinity,  the  nearest  middle  schools  are  the  Kipp  SF 
Bay  Academy  Alternative  School  at  1430  Scott  Street,  Creative  Arts  Charter  (K-8)  at  1601  Larkin 
Street,  and  Everett  Middle  School  at  450  Church  Street;  and  the  nearest  high  school,  Mission  High 
School  at  3750  18th  Street,  is  approximately  20  blocks  southwest  of  the  project  site.  The  SFUSD  is 
generally  not  a  growth  district,  with  most  facilities  throughout  the  City  generally  underutilized,  and 
the  SFUSD  has  more  classrooms  district-wide  than  it  needs.'*^  According  to  the  SFUSD,  the  schools 
listed  above  could  accommodate  the  potential  student  increase  generated  by  the  proposed  project.''^ 
Similar  to  other  citywide  development,  the  proposed  project  would  be  assessed  a  $2.42  per  gross 
square  foot  school  impact  fee  for  the  increase  in  residential  space,  or  approximately  $124,600  for  the 
additional  51,580  sq.ft.  of  residential  development.  The  proposed  project  would,  therefore,  not 
substantially  increase  demand  for  school  facilities  and  would  not  necessitate  new  or  physically 
altered  school  facilities  in  San  Francisco.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a 
significant  impact  to  schools. 


See  discussion  in  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  Rezoning  and  Community  Plan  Initial  Study  (Case  No. 
2004.0 160E,  Preliminary  Draft  9-19-05)  and  the  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  Downtown  Extension/Redevelopment 
Project  Final  EIS/EIR,  March  2004;  p.  4-19;  prepared  for  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  Federal  Transit 
Administration,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Peninsula  Corridor  of  Joint  Powers  Board,  and  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency.  Available  for  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  4"" 
Floor,  San  Francisco,  in  Case  No.2004.048E  and  at  http://vmw.transbayproject.org,  accessed  for  this  report  on 
March  12,  2007. 

San  Francisco  Unified  School  District,  Facilities  Master  Plan,  2003. 

Telephone  conversation  with  Paul  Cardoni,  State  Fund  Manager,  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District, 
January  30,  2007.  Information  on  school  enrollment  can  be  obtained  at  http://datal.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/  select  the 
'School'  level,  the  'Enrollment'  Subject,  and  enter  'Tenderloin'  as  the  school  name.  Accessed  for  this  report  on 
January  29,  2006. 
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Topics: 


12.    BIOLOGICAL  RESOURCES— 
Would  (he  project: 

a)  Have  a  substantial  adverse  effect,  either  directly  or 
through  habitat  modifications,  on  any  species  identified 
as  a  candidate,  sensitive,  or  special-status  species  in  local 
or  regional  plans,  policies,  or  regulations,  or  by  the 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  or  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service? 

b)  Have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  any  riparian  habitat 
or  other  sensitive  natural  community  identified  in  local 
or  regional  plans,  policies,  regulations  or  by  the 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  or  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service? 

c)  Have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  federally  protected 
wetlands  as  defined  by  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water 
Act  (including,  but  not  limited  to,  marsh,  vernal  pool, 
coastal,  etc.)  through  direct  removal,  filling,  hydrological 
interruption,  or  other  means? 

d)  Interfere  substantially  with  the  movement  of  any  native 
resident  or  migratory  fish  or  wildlife  species  or  with 
established  native  resident  or  migratory  wildlife 
corridors,  or  impede  the  use  of  native  wildlife  nursery 
sites? 

e)  Conflict  with  any  local  policies  or  ordinances  protecting 
biological  resources,  such  as  a  tree  preservation  policy  or 
ordinance? 

f)  Conflict  with  the  provisions  of  an  adopted  Habitat 
Conservation  Plan,  Natural  Community  Conservation 
Plan,  or  other  approved  local,  regional,  or  state  habitat 
conservation  plan? 
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The  project  site  is  within  a  developed  urban  area  and  is  completely  covered  by  impervious  surfaces. 
The  site,  therefore,  does  not  provide  habitat  for  any  rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal  species,  and 
the  proposed  project  would  not  affect  or  substantially  diminish  plant  or  animal  habitats,  including 
riparian  or  wetland  habitat.  The  proposed  project  would  not  interfere  with  any  resident  or  migratory 
species  habitat,  or  affect  any  rare,  threatened,  or  endangered  species.  There  are  no  adopted  habitat 
conservation  plans  applicable  to  the  project  site. 

In  2006,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  legislation  that  amended  the  City's  Urban 
Forestry  Ordinance,  Public  Works  Code  Sections  8.02  -  8.1 1,  to  provide  disclosure  and  protection  of 
protected  trees,  including  street  trees.  Protected  trees  include  landmark  trees,  significant  trees,  or 
street  trees  located  on  private  or  public  property.  There  are  no  trees  located  on  the  project  site,  but 
there  are  four  street  trees  along  the  Eddy  Street  frontage  and  two  street  trees  in  the  Hyde  Street 
public-right-of-way.  The  proposed  project  would  retain  these  existing  street  trees.  DPW  requires 
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adjacent  street  trees  be  protected  during  construction,  replaced  if  damaged,  and  additional  street  trees 
be  added  as  feasible  along  certain  streets.  The  final  number  and  placement  requirements  of 
additional  street  trees  and  required  street  tree  protection  during  construction  would  be  subject  to 
review  and  approval  by  DPW.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  not  conflict  with  the  local  tree 
preservation  ordinance.  Based  on  the  above,  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  significant 
adverse  impact  to  biological  resources. 


Topics: 
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1 3.    GEOLOGY  AND  SOILS— 
Would  the  project: 

a)  Expose  people  or  structures  to  potential  substantial 
adverse  effects,  including  the  risk  of  loss,  injury,  or 
death  involving: 

i)  Rupture  of  a  known  earthquake  fault,  as  delineated 
on  the  most  recent  Alquist-Priolo  Earthquake  Fault 
Zoning  Map  issued  by  the  State  Geologist  for  the 
area  or  based  on  other  substantial  evidence  of  a 
known  fault?  (Refer  to  Division  of  Mines  and 
Geology  Special  Publication  42.) 

ii)  Strong  seismic  ground  shaking? 

iii)  Seismic-related  ground  failure,  including 
liquefaction? 

iv)  Landslides? 

b)  Result  in  substantial  soil  erosion  or  the  loss  of  topsoil? 

c)  Be  located  on  geologic  unit  or  soil  that  is  unstable,  or 
that  would  become  unstable  as  a  result  of  the  project, 
and  potentially  result  in  on-  or  off-site  landslide,  lateral 
spreading,  subsidence,  liquefaction,  or  collapse? 

d)  Be  located  on  expansive  soil,  as  defined  in  Table  18-1-B 
of  the  Uniform  Building  Code,  creating  substantial  risks 
to  life  or  property? 

e)  Have  soils  incapable  of  adequately  supporting  the  use  of 
septic  tanks  or  alternative  wastewater  disposal  systems 
where  sewers  are  not  available  for  the  disposal  of 
wastewater? 

f)  Change  substantially  the  topography  or  any  unique 
geologic  or  physical  features  of  the  site? 
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The  proposed  project  would  not  use  a  septic  waste  disposal  system,  and  would  not  substantially 
change  the  topography  of  the  site.  The  site  does  not  contain  unique  geologic  or  physical  features. 
Therefore,  these  issues  would  not  be  affected  by  development  of  the  project  site. 
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Based  on  its  San  Francisco  location,  it  is  likely  that  the  site  would  experience  periodic  minor 
earthquakes  and  potentially  a  major  (moment  magnitude  [Mw]  greater  than  7.1  characteristic) 
earthquake  on  one  or  more  of  the  nearby  faults  during  the  life  of  the  proposed  development.  The 
project  site  is  located  approximately  7.5  miles  east  of  the  San  Andreas  Fault,  1 1  miles  east  of  the  San 
Gregorio  North  Fault,  and  1 1  miles  west  of  the  northern  Hayward  Fault.  The  project  site  is  not 
within  an  Earthquake  Fault  Zone  as  defined  by  the  Alquist-Priolo  Earthquake  Fault  Zoning  Act  and 
no  known  fault  or  potentially  active  fault  exists  on  the  site.  In  a  seismically  active  area,  such  as  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  area,  the  possibility  exists  for  future  faulting  in  areas  where  no  faults  previously 
existed.  During  an  earthquake  along  any  of  the  major  faults  mentioned  above,  the  ground  at  the 
project  site  would  experience  very  strong  shaking.  Strong  shaking  during  an  earthquake  can  result  in 
ground  failure  associated  with  soil  liquefaction,  lateral  spreading,  and  cyclic  densification. 

The  Community  Safety  Element  of  the  General  Plan  contains  maps  that  indicate  areas  of  the  City 
where  one  or  more  geologic  hazards  exist.  Maps  2  and  3  in  the  Community  Safety  Element  of  the 
General  Plan  show  the  intensity  of  ground  shaking  in  San  Francisco  from  two  of  the  most  probable 
earthquakes,  one  of  magnitude  7.1  on  the  San  Andreas  Fault  and  one  of  magnitude  7.1  on  the 
northern  segment  of  the  Hayward  fault.  The  project  site  is  in  a  Seismic  Hazards  Study  Zone 
designated  by  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  as  an  area  subject  to  "non-structural" 
damage  from  seismic  groundshaking  along  both  the  Peninsula  segment  of  the  San  Andreas  Fault  and 
the  Northern  segment  of  the  Hayward  fault.  The  project  site  is  not  in  an  area  subject  to  landslide, 
seiche  or  tsunami  run-up  or  reservoir  hazards  (Maps  5,  6,  and  7  in  the  Community  Safety  Element).'*^ 

The  project  site  is  located  just  north  of  an  area  delineated  by  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and 
Geology  as  historically  or  potentially  subject  to  liquefaction.^°'^'  The  geotechnical  analysis 
conducted  for  the  project  site  indicated  a  low  potential  for  liquefaction  at  the  site  due  to  the  absence 
of  saturated  loose  or  medium  dense  sand.^^  For  any  development  proposal  located  in  an  area  of 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Community  Safety  Element,  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  April  1997, 
Maps  2-7. 

^°    Map  4  of  the  Community  Safety  Element. 

^'    As  defined  by  the  State  of  California  Seismic  Hazard  Zones,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Official  Map 
(November  17,  2001). 

"    Treadwell  and  Rollo,  Geotechnical  Investigations  245-259  Hyde  Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  October  26, 
2005  page  9.  This  report  is  in  Project  File  No.  2005.0762E  and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Planning 
Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Fourth  floor,  San  Francisco. 
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liquefaction  potential,  DBI,  in  its  review  of  the  building  permit  application,  will  require  the  project 
sponsor  to  prepare  an  updated  geotechnical  report  pursuant  to  the  State  Seismic  Hazards  Mapping 
Act.  The  report  would  assess  the  nature  and  severity  of  the  hazard(s)  on  the  site  and  recommend 
project  design  and  construction  features  that  would  reduce  the  hazard(s). 

The  geotechnical  analysis  completed  for  the  project  made  recommendations  for  foundations,  soil 
improvements,  retaining  walls,  site  grading  and  drainage  and  other  geotechnical  aspects  of  the 
proposed  project.^'^  The  elevation  of  the  project  site  is  approximately  73  feet  above  Mean  Sea  Level. 
The  surface  topography  of  the  project  site  is  relatively  flat  with  a  gentle  slope  to  the  southeast.  Based 
on  the  geotechnical  report  prepared  for  the  project  site,  the  site  is  underlain  by  17.5  to  50  feet  of 
sand.^'^  The  geotechnical  analysis  found  the  site  suitable  for  development  if  geotechnical 
recommendations  were  incorporated  into  the  design  and  construction  of  the  proposed  project.  The 
project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  follow  the  recommendations  of  the  current  and  any  updated 
geotechnical  report  in  constructing  the  proposed  project. 

Excavation 

The  proposed  partial  demolition,  and  renovation  of  the  existing  two-story  buildings,  as  described  in 
the  project  description,  would  reuse  part  of  the  existing  foundation,  extend  that  foundation,  and  add 
sheer  walls  for  seismic  strengthening.  As  such,  excavation  would  be  limited  to  the  existing 
foundation  depth,  and  micropiles^^  would  be  drilled  to  a  depth  of  approximately  30  to  35  feet. 
Approximately  eight  cubic  yards  of  soil  would  be  excavated  and  trucked  to  an  appropriate  landfill 
following  testing  pursuant  to  City  and  State  requirements.  The  subsurface  investigation  included  one 
boring  drilled  to  a  depth  of  50  feet  below  the  ground  surface,  in  which  groundwater  was  not 
encountered,  likely  obscured  by  measurement  method.  According  to  other  geotechnical 
investigations  in  the  area,  groundwater  depth  is  estimated  at  20  to  25  feet  below  ground  surface. 
Although  micro-piles  would  likely  encounter  groundwater,  they  would  use  a  slurry  placement  and 
would  be  drilled  post-grouted  in  order  to  be  isolated  from  any  groundwater.  Therefore,  the  proposed 
project  is  not  anticipated  to  require  dewatering  during  construction. 


Ibid,  pages  11  to  17. 
Ibid,  page  4 

Micropiles  are  similar  to  piles,  in  that  they  are  columns  installed  below-grade  to  support  a  vertical  load,  but 
micropiles  are  smaller  and  are  drilled,  as  opposed  to  driven. 
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Conclusion 

As  discussed  above,  the  geotechnical  analysis  conducted  for  the  proposed  project  indicates  that 
development  of  the  project  site,  with  geotechnical  recommendations,  is  feasible.  In  reviewing  the 
fmal  building  plans,  the  DBl  refers  to  a  variety  of  information  sources  to  determine  existing  hazards 
and  assess  requirements  for  development.  Sources  reviewed  include  maps  of  Special  Geologic  Study 
Areas  and  known  landslide  areas  in  San  Francisco  as  well  as  the  building  inspector's  working 
knowledge  of  areas  of  special  geologic  concern.  During  the  DDI's  review  of  building  permits  for  the 
site,  they  would  require  the  preparation  of  an  updated  geotechnical  report.  In  addition,  DBI  could 
require  that  additional  site-specific  soils  report(s)  be  prepared  in  conjunction  with  permit 
applications,  as  needed.  Potential  damage  to  structures  from  geologic  hazards  would  be  mitigated 
through  the  DBl  review  of  the  building  permit  application  and  implementation  of  the  Building  Code. 
For  all  of  the  above  reasons,  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  significant  impacts  related  to 
geology,  topography,  or  seismic  or  soil  hazards,  either  individually  or  cumulatively. 


Topics: 


14.    HYDROLOGY  AND  WATER  QUALITY— 
Would  the  project: 

a)  Violate  any  water  quality  standards  or  waste  discharge 
requirements? 

b)  Substantially  deplete  groundwater  supplies  or  interfere 
substantially  with  groundwater  recharge  such  that  there 
would  be  a  net  deficit  in  aquifer  volume  or  a  lowering  of 
the  local  groundwater  table  level  (e.g.,  the  production 
rate  of  pre-existing  nearby  wells  would  drop  to  a  level 
which  would  not  support  existing  land  uses  or  planned 
uses  for  which  permits  have  been  granted)? 

c)  Substantially  alter  the  existing  drainage  pattern  of  the 
site  or  area,  including  through  the  alteration  of  the  course 
of  a  stream  or  river,  in  a  manner  that  would  result  in 
substantial  erosion  of  siltation  on-  or  off-site? 

d)  Substantially  alter  the  existing  drainage  pattern  of  the  site 
or  area,  including  through  the  alteration  of  the  course  of  a 
stream  or  river,  or  substantially  increase  the  rate  or  amount 
of  surface  runoff  in  a  manner  that  would  result  in  flooding 
on-  or  off-site? 

e)  Create  or  contribute  runoff  water  which  would  exceed 
the  capacity  of  existing  or  planned  stormwater  drainage 
systems  or  provide  substantial  additional  sources  of 
polluted  runoff? 

f)  Otherwise  substantially  degrade  water  quality? 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 


□ 
□ 


□ 
□ 

□ 
□ 


Less  Than 
Significant  with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 


□ 
□ 


Less  Than 

Significant  No 
Impact         Impact      Not  Applicable 


□ 
□ 


□  ■  □ 

□  □ 


□ 
□ 


□ 


□ 


m  □ 

m  □ 

□  □ 

IE]  □ 


Case  No.  2005.0762E 


70 


245  Hyde  Street  Residential  Project 


Topics: 


g)  Place  housing  within  a  1 00-year  flood  hazard  area  as 
mapped  on  a  federal  Flood  Hazard  Boundary  or  Flood 
Insurance  Rate  Map  or  other  authoritative  flood  hazard 
delineation  map? 

h)  Place  within  a  1 00-year  flood  hazard  area  structures  that 
would  impede  or  redirect  flood  flows? 

i)  Expose  people  or  structures  to  a  significant  risk  of  loss, 
injury  or  death  involving  flooding,  including  flooding  as 
a  result  of  the  failure  of  a  levee  or  dam? 

j)  Expose  people  or  structures  to  a  significant  risk  of  loss, 
injury  or  death  involving  inundation  by  seiche,  tsunami, 
or  mudflow? 
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The  project  site  is  not  located  near  the  course  of  a  stream  or  river  and  is  completely  covered  by  the 
existing  buildings  and  adjacent  driveway.  The  project  site  is  not  located  within  a  100-year  flood 
hazard  area.  As  discussed  above,  the  project  site  is  not  in  an  area  subject  to  tsunami  run  up,  or 
reservoir  inundation  hazards  (Maps  6,  and  7  in  the  General  Plan  Community  Safety  Element). 
Groundwater  is  not  used  as  a  drinking  water  supply  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

Water  Quality 

The  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  degrade  water  quality  or  contaminate  a  public  water 
supply.  Stormwater  and  wastewater  from  the  proposed  project  would  continue  to  flow  into  the  city's 
combined  sewer  system  and  be  treated  at  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  prior  to 
discharge  into  San  Francisco  Bay.  Treatment  would  be  provided  pursuant  to  the  effluent  discharge 
standards  contained  in  the  City's  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  permit 
for  the  plant.  During  operations  and  construction,  the  proposed  project  would  be  required  to  comply 
with  all  local  wastewater  discharge  and  water  quality  requirements.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project 
would  not  substantially  degrade  water  quality. 

Groundwater  Resources 

The  project  proposes  limited  excavation  of  up  to  ten  feet  related  to  partial  reuse  of  the  existing 
foundation,  and  the  drilling  of  micropiles  to  a  depth  of  approximately  30  to  35  feet.  Because  the 
groundwater  level  in  the  area  is  approximately  20-25  feet  below  the  site  surface,  the  micropiles 
would  use  a  slurry  placement  and  would  be  drilled  post-grouted  so  that  the  micropiles  would  be 
closed  to  any  groundwater.  Therefore,  the  need  for  site  dewatering  during  construction  is  not 
anticipated.    If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  Bureau  of  System  Planning,  Environment  and 
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Compliance  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  must  be  notified,  and  may  require  groundwater 
analysis  before  discharge.  Any  groundwater  discharged  during  construction  of  the  proposed  project 
would  be  subject  to  requirements  of  the  City's  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  (Ordinance  Number  199- 
77)  including  that  groundwater  meet  specified  water  quality  standards  before  it  may  be  discharged 
into  the  combined  stormwater  and  sewer  system. 

Erosion  and  Flooding 

As  noted  above,  a  majority  of  the  project  site  is  covered  with  impervious  surfaces  and  the  proposed 
project  would  not  substantially  change  the  amount  of  impervious  surface  area.  There  would  not  be  a 
substantial  increase  in  the  quantity  and  rate  of  storm  water  runoff  from  the  site  resulting  from  the 
proposed  project  and  stormwater  runoff  would  continue  to  drain  to  the  city's  combined  storm  and 
sanitary  sewer  system.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  not  significantly  affect  surface  or 
ground  water  quality  nor  cause  substantial  flooding  or  erosion. 

During  construction  of  the  proposed  project,  there  would  be  a  potential  for  erosion  and  transportation 
of  soil  particles  during  site  preparation,  excavation,  foundation  pouring,  and  construction  of  the 
building  shell.  Once  in  surface  water  runoff,  sediment  and  other  pollutants  could  leave  the 
construction  site  and  ultimately  be  released  into  San  Francisco  Bay.  As  discussed  above,  stormwater 
runoff  from  project  construction  would  drain  to  the  combined  sewer  and  stormwater  system  and  be 
treated  at  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant.  Pursuant  to  Building  Code  Chapter  33 
(Excavation  and  Grading)  and  the  City's  NPDES  permit,  the  project  sponsor  would  be  required  to 
implement  measures  to  reduce  potential  construction-related  erosion.  Therefore,  the  proposed 
project  would  not  substantially  degrade  water  quality. 

Based  on  the  information  presented  above,  the  proposed  project  would  not  have  significant  water 
quality,  groundwater,  flooding,  or  erosion  impacts  nor  be  at  risk  from  dam  or  levee  failure  or  from 
seiche,  tsunami,  or  mudflow  inundation. 
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Topics: 


1 5.  HAZARDS  AND  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS— 
Would  the  project: 

a)  Create  a  significant  hazard  to  the  public  or  the 
environment  through  the  routine  transport,  use,  or 
disposal  of  hazardous  materials? 

b)  Create  a  significant  hazard  to  the  public  or  the 
environment  through  reasonably  foreseeable  upset  and 
accident  conditions  involving  the  release  of  hazardous 
materials  into  the  environment? 

c)  Emit  hazardous  emissions  or  handle  hazardous  or 
acutely  hazardous  materials,  substances,  or  waste  within 
one-quarter  mile  of  an  existing  or  proposed  school? 

d)  Be  located  on  a  site  which  is  included  on  a  list  of 
hazardous  materials  sites  compiled  pursuant  to 
Government  Code  Section  65962.5  and,  as  a  result, 
would  it  create  a  significant  hazard  to  the  public  or  the 
environment? 

e)  For  a  project  located  within  an  airport  land  use  plan  or, 
where  such  a  plan  has  not  been  adopted,  within  two 
miles  of  a  public  airport  or  public  use  airport,  would  the 
project  result  in  a  safety  hazard  for  people  residing  or 
working  in  the  project  area? 

f)  For  a  project  within  the  vicinity  of  a  private  airstrip, 
would  the  project  result  in  a  safety  hazard  for  people 
residing  or  working  in  the  project  area? 

g)  Impair  implementation  of  or  physically  interfere  with  an 
adopted  emergency  response  plan  or  emergency 
evacuation  plan? 

h)  Expose  people  or  structures  to  a  significant  risk  of  loss, 
injury  or  death  involving  fires? 
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The  project  site  is  not  located  witliin  an  airport  land  use  plan  area  or  near  a  private  airstrip  and 
therefore,  topics  1 5e  and  1 5f  are  not  applicable  to  the  proposed  project. 


During  operation,  the  proposed  residential  project  would  likely  utilize  small  quantities  of  hazardous 
materials  such  as  paints,  cleaners,  toners,  solvents,  and  disinfectants  for  routine  household  purposes. 
Such  products  are  labeled  to  inform  users  of  risks  and  to  instruct  them  in  proper  handling  methods. 
Most  of  these  materials  are  consumed  through  use,  resulting  in  little  waste.  Therefore,  the  proposed 
project's  residential  uses  would  not  emit  or  handle  hazardous  or  acutely  hazardous  materials  in  excess 
of  the  routine  uses  indicated  above. 
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A  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  (ESA)  was  prepared  for  the  project  site.  An  ESA 
assesses  possible  environmental  concerns  related  to  on-site  or  nearby  chemical  use,  storage, 
handling,  spillage  and/or  on-site  disposal,  with  particular  focus  on  potential  degradation  of  soil  or 
groundwater  quality.  The  ESA  also  reviews  the  land  use  history  of  the  project  site  and  operating 
practices  at  or  near  the  site  to  assess  potential  hazards  from  reported  chemical  releases  on  nearby 
properties  and  the  potential  migration  of  chemicals,  contaminants,  and  toxics  onto  the  project  site. 
The  findings  of  the  ESA  are  summarized  in  this  section. 

Project  Site 

Early  Sanborn  Fire  Insurance  Maps  from  1886  indicate  the  project  site  was  developed  with  one 
residential  structure  and  a  shed.  Several  residential  structures  and  a  stable  on  the  northeast  comer  of 
Hyde  and  Eddy  Streets  occupied  adjacent  properties  at  the  time.  Sanborn  maps  from  1 899  indicate 
no  change  in  use  or  structures  on  the  project  site.  The  1913  Sanborn  map  shows  the  site  and  several 
surrounding  properties  as  vacant,  presumably  due  to  damage  from  the  1906  Earthquake  and  Fire. 
Other  properties  in  the  area  at  the  time  were  occupied  by  residential  structures  with  a  coal  yard  north 
of  the  project  site  across  Eddy  Street.  The  existing  buildings  on  the  site  were  constructed  in  1930-31. 
1948  Sanborn  maps  show  the  existing  buildings,  the  present  alley,  and  the  existing  industrial  building 
(garage)  to  the  west.  The  maps  also  show  a  hotel,  restaurant  and  service  station  located  to  the  south, 
apartments,  restaurants,  and  another  hotel  to  the  east,  across  Hyde  Street,  and  apartments,  a  Chinese 
laundry  and  a  vacant  lot  located  north  of  the  project  site  across  Eddy  Street.  More  recent  Sanborn 
maps  (1950,  1974,  1986,  and  1990)  indicate  no  change  to  the  project  site  and  moderate  changes  to 
the  surrounding  area,  such  as  the  absence  of  the  Chinese  laundry  and  the  service  station  by  1974,  and 
the  addition  of  the  PG&E  Substation  on  the  comer  of  Larkin  and  Eddy  Streets  in  1962. 

Government  records  and  databases  relating  to  hazardous  materials  list  potential  sources  of  hazardous 
substances  in  areas,  and  are  used  in  part,  to  assess  the  risk  of  encountering  soil  and/or  groundwater 
contamination  during  the  development  of  a  project  site.  These  records  include  regulatory  lists  of 
properties  where  unauthorized  releases  of  hazardous  materials  have  occurred,  and  properties  where 
hazardous  materials  are  currently  generated  or  stored.  The  records  include  those  of  the  San 
Francisco  Fire  Department  (SFFD)  and  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (SFDPH). 


Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Inc.,  DRAFT  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  -  245-259  Hyde  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California,  February  28,  2005.  This  document  is  part  of  the  Project  File  2005.0762E  and  available  for 
public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco. 
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The  project  site  is  not  listed  in  regulatory  agency  databases  for  hazardous  material  historical  releases 
or  storage,  nor  were  there  local  release  or  storage  files  with  the  SFFD  and  SFDPH.  There  are  two 
properties  within  one-eighth  of  a  mile  and  upgradient  from  the  project  site  with  documented  releases 
of  hazardous  materials,  including  petroleum  hydrocarbons.  At  460  Eighth  Street,  a  leaking 
underground  storage  tank  was  removed,  with  remediation,  and  granted  administrative  case  closure 
(indicating  no  further  action  is  required)  in  1993.  At  240  Hyde  Street,  another  leaking  underground 
storage  tank  of  heater  fuel  was  removed,  with  remediation,  and  granted  administrative  case  closure  in 
2002.  Based  on  the  records  review  of  hazardous  materials  storage  and  releases  in  the  area,  it  is 
unlikely  that  surrounding  properties  have  significantly  affected  the  groundwater  or  soil  of  the  project 
site. 

During  the  ESA  site  visit,  small  amounts  of  consumer-size  hazardous  materials,  such  as  cleaning 
supplies  were  kept  at  the  site.  No  significant  staining,  spillage,  or  other  evidence  of  recognized 
environmental  conditions  associated  with  the  use  or  storage  of  hazardous  materials  was  found  at  the 
project  site.  The  proposed  project  would  include  the  partial  demolition  of  the  existing  buildings, 
thereby  removing  existing  small  amounts  of  hazardous  materials.  The  proposed  development  of 
residential  units  would  include  similar  household  purpose  hazardous  materials,  such  as  cleaners  and 
disinfectants. 

The  ESA  indicates  that  the  project  site  is  located  in  an  area  of  San  Francisco  known  to  contain  fill 
that  likely  has  debris  from  the  1906  earthquake  and  fire.  Such  debris  may  contain  elevated 
concentrations  of  metals  and  petroleum  hydrocarbons.^^  Since  fill  containing  debris  from  the  1906 
earthquake  and  fire  could  be  encountered  during  site  development,  the  proposed  project  could  result 
in  exposure  relating  to  elevated  concentrations  of  metal  and  petroleum  hydrocarbons  and  excavated 
soil  during  the  proposed  project  construction  should  be  tested  for  metals  and  petroleum  hydrocarbons 
for  proper  handling  for  reuse  or  disposal.  Therefore,  Mitigation  Measure  4  has  been  included  to 
address  the  need  for  additional  soil  testing,  and  if  applicable,  a  mitigation  plan  and  handling/hauling 
/disposal  plan,  would  remediate  the  soil  on  the  project  site,  if  required,  to  residential  levels.  With  the 
implementation  of  Mitigation  Measure  4,  the  proposed  construction  would  not  have  the  potential  to 
pose  a  direct  (through  soil  remediation,  if  required)  or  indirect  (through  transport  of  contaminated 


"    Ibid,  p.  12. 
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soils  of  accidental  release)  public  health  hazard  to  the  surrounding  neighborhood  and  would  mitigate 
this  impact  to  a  less-than-  significant  level. 

Hazardous  Building  Materials 

Due  to  the  age  of  the  existing  buildings,  and  that  partial  demolition  would  occur,  an  independent 
consultant  investigated  the  existing  buildings  on  the  project  site  for  asbestos,  polychlorinated 
biphenyl  (PCBs)  and  lead  hazards  as  summarized  below/^ 

Asbestos 

Due  to  the  age  of  the  existing  buildings,  asbestos-containing  building  materials  (ACBM)  may  be 
found  within  the  buildings  that  are  proposed  for  partial  demolition.  Acumen  Industrial  Hygiene  Inc. 
surveyed  the  existing  buildings  for  ACBM  in  October  2004.  The  survey  identified  suspected  ACBM 
in  parts  of  the  buildings  and  multiple  bulk  samples  were  collected  and  analyzed.  Asbestos  was 
detected  in  buildings  and  heating  system  installation,  vinyl  sheet  flooring  and  tile,  exterior  stucco, 
paint,  window  putty,  and  roofing  material.  Prior  to  any  demolition,  building  renovation,  or 
construction  activity,  these  ACBM  must  be  removed  in  accordance  with  local  and  state  regulations, 
BAAQMD,  California  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (CAL  OSHA),  and  California 
Department  of  Health  Services  (DHS)  requirements. 

Section  19827.5  of  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code,  adopted  January  1,  1991,  requires  that 
local  agencies  not  issue  demolition  or  alteration  permits  until  an  applicant  has  demonstrated 
compliance  with  notification  requirements  under  applicable  federal  regulations  regarding  hazardous 
air  pollutants,  including  asbestos.  The  BAAQMD  is  vested  by  the  California  legislature  with 
authority  to  regulate  airborne  pollutants,  including  asbestos,  through  both  inspection  and  law 
enforcement,  and  is  to  be  notified  ten  days  in  advance  of  any  proposed  demolition  or  asbestos 
abatement  work.  The  notification  must  include  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  operations  and  the 
names  and  addresses  of  persons  responsible;  location  and  description  of  the  structure  to  be 
demolished/altered,  including  size,  age,  and  prior  use,  and  the  approximate  amount  of  friable 
asbestos;  scheduled  starting  and  completion  dates  of  demolition  or  asbestos  abatement  work;  nature 
of  the  planned  work  and  methods  to  be  employed;  procedures  to  be  employed  to  meet  BAAQMD 


Acumen  Industrial  Hygiene,  Inc.,  Letter  Report  -  Asbestos,  Lead  and  PC B  Investigation,  Hyde  Street  and  Eddy 
Street  (San  Francisco,  CA),  October  7,  2004.  This  document  is  part  of  the  Project  File  2005.0762E  and  available  for 
public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco. 
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requirements;  and  the  name  and  location  of  the  waste  disposal  site  to  be  used.  The  BAAQMD 
randomly  inspects  asbestos  removal  operations.  In  addition,  the  BAAQMD  will  inspect  any  removal 
operation  about  which  a  complaint  has  been  received.  Any  ACBM  disturbance  at  the  project  site 
would  be  subject  to  the  requirements  of  BAAQMD  Regulation  11,  Rule  2:  Hazardous  Materials; 
Asbestos  Demolition,  Renovation  and  Manufacturing. 

The  local  office  of  the  State  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  A.dministration  must  also  be  notified  of 
asbestos  abatement.to  be  carried  out.  Asbestos  abatement  contractors  must  follow  State  regulations 
contained  in  8CCR1529  and  8CCR341.6  through  341.14  where  there  is  asbestos  related  work 
involving  100  sq.ft.  or  more  of  asbestos-containing  material.  Asbestos  removal  contractors  must  be 
certified  as  such  by  the  Contractors  Licensing  Board  of  the  State  of  California.  The  owner  of  the 
property  where  abatement  is  to  occur  must  have  a  Hazardous  Waste  Generator  Number  assigned  by 
and  registered  with  the  Office  of  the  California  Department  of  Health  Services  in  Sacramento.  The 
contractor  and  hauler  of  the  material  are  required  to  file  a  Hazardous  Waste  Manifest  that  details  the 
hauling  of  the  material  from  the  site  and  the  disposal  of  it.  Pursuant  to  California  Law,  the  DBI 
would  not  issue  the  required  permit  until  the  applicant  has  complied  with  the  notice  requirements 
described  above. 

These  regulations  and  procedures  established  as  part  of  the  permit  review  process  would  ensure  that 
any  potential  impacts  due  to  asbestos  would  be  reduced  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Lead-Based  Paint 

Similar  to  ACBM,  the  age  of  the  existing  buildings  on-site,  which  would  be  partially  demolished 
with  the  proposed  project,  indicate  that  both  interior  and  exterior  paints  may  contain  lead.  Acumen 
Industrial  Hygiene  Inc.  inventoried  and  tested  the  lead  content  of  interior  and  exterior  deteriorated 
(separated  from  their  substrate)  painted  areas.  Their  analysis  identified  about  30  square  feet  of 
interior  and  less  than  one  square  foot  of  exterior  deteriorated  paint.^^  Presence  of  lead  in  these 
deteriorated  areas  also  suggests  the  presence  of  lead  in  many  intact  interior  and  exterior  paints.  Any 
construction  activity  that  would  disturb  building  areas  containing  lead-based  paint,  whether 
deteriorated  or  intact,  must  be  conducted  in  compliance  with  Section  3407  of  the  San  Francisco 
Building  Code  (Building  Code),  Work  Practices  for  Exterior  Lead-Based  Paint  on  Pre- 1979 


Acumen  Industrial  Hygiene,  Inc.,  October  7, 2004. 
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Buildings  and  Steel  Structures.  Where  there  is  any  work  that  may  disturb  or  remove  lead  paint  on  the 
exterior  of  any  building,  or  the  interior  of  occupied  buildings  (built  prior  to  or  on  December  31, 
1978,  Section  3407  requires  specific  notification  and  work  standards,  and  identifies  prohibited  work 
methods  and  penalties. 

Chapter  34,  Section  3407  of  the  Building  Code  contains  performance  standards,  including 
establishment  of  containment  barriers,  at  least  as  effective  at  protecting  human  health  and  the 
environment  as  those  in  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  Guidelines  (the 
most  recent  Guidelines  for  Evaluation  and  Control  of  Residential  Lead-Based  Paint  Hazards),  and 
identifies  prohibited  practices  that  may  not  be  used  in  disturbance  or  removal  of  lead-based  paint. 
Any  person  performing  work  subject  to  the  ordinance  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  prevent 
migration  of  lead  paint  contaminants  beyond  containment  barriers  during  the  course  of  the  work,  and 
any  person  performing  regulated  work  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  remove  all  visible  lead 
paint  contaminants  from  all  regulated  areas  of  the  property  prior  to  completion  of  the  work. 

The  ordinance  also  includes  notification  requirements,  contents  of  notice,  and  requirements  for 
project  site  signs.  Notification  includes  notifying  bidders  for  the  work  of  any  paint  inspection  reports 
verifying  the  presence  or  absence  of  lead-based  paint  in  the  regulated  area  of  the  proposed  project. 
Prior  to  commencement  of  work,  the  responsible  party  must  provide  the  Director  of  the  DBI  with 
written  notice  that  describes  the  address  and  location  of  the  proposed  project;  the  nature  and 
approximate  square  footage  of  the  painted  surface  being  disturbed  and/or  removed;  whether  the 
responsible  party  has  reason  to  know  or  presume  that  lead-based  paint  is  present;  the  methods  and 
tools  for  paint  disturbance  and/or  removal;  the  approximate  age  of  the  structure;  anticipated  job  start 
and  completion  dates  for  the  work;  whether  the  building  is  residential  or  nonresidential;  whether  it  is 
owner-occupied  or  rental  property;  the  approximate  number  of  dwelling  units,  if  any;  the  dates  by 
which  the  responsible  party  has  or  will  fulfill  any  tenant  or  adjacent  property  notification 
requirements;  and  the  name,  address,  telephone  number,  and  pager  number  of  the  party  who  will 
perform  the  work.  (Further  notice  requirements  include:  a  Post  Sign  notifying  the  public  of  restricted 
access  to  work  area,  a  Notice  to  Residential  Occupants,  Availability  of  Pamphlet  related  to  protection 
from  lead  in  the  home,  and  Early  Commencement  of  Work  [by  Owner,  Requested  by  Tenant],  and 
Notice  of  Lead  Contaminated  Dust  or  Soil,  if  applicable.)  The  ordinance  contains  provisions 
regarding  inspection  and  sampling  for  compliance  by  the  DBI,  and  enforcement,  and  describes 
penalties  for  non-compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  ordinance. 
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These  regulations  and  procedures,  established  by  the  Building  Code,  would  ensure  that  potential 
impacts  associated  with  lead-based  paint  disturbance  during  construction  activities  for  the  proposed 
project  would  be  reduced  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Other  Potential  Hazardous  Building  Materials 

In  addition  to  asbestos  containing  building  materials  and  lead-based  paint,  Acumen  Industrial 
Hygiene  Inc.  investigated  the  buildings  for  the  potential  presence  of  polychlorinated  biphenyls 
(PCBs)  in  fluorescent  light  fixtures,  present  in  many  fixtures  manufactured  prior  to  1978.^°  The 
analysis  found  approximately  130  fluorescent  light  fixtures  throughout  the  existing  buildings.  Newer 
light  fixtures  would  not  contain  PCB  ballasts  (one  per  fixture),  however,  it  is  unknown  how  old  the 
fixtures  are,  and  confirmation  would  require  individual  inspection  of  each  fixture  or  accurate 
replacement  records  to  determine  their  age.  Fluorescent  light  bulbs  are  also  regulated  for  mercury 
content  for  the  purpose  of  disposal.  Inadvertent  release  of  such  materials  during  renovation  could 
expose  construction  workers,  occupants,  or  visitors  to  these  substances  and  could  result  in  various 
adverse  health  effects  if  exposure  were  of  sufficient  quantity.  Although  abatement  or  notification 
programs,  described  above  for  asbestos  and  lead-based  paint,  have  not  been  adopted  for  PCB  and 
mercury  testing  and  cleanup,  items  containing  these  or  other  toxic  substances  that  are  intended  for 
disposal  must  be  managed  as  hazardous  waste  and  handled  in  accordance  with  Occupational  Safety 
and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  worker  protection  requirements.  Nonetheless,  potential  impacts 
associated  with  encountering  PCBs,  mercury,  lead  or  other  hazardous  substances  in  building 
materials  would  be  considered  a  potentially  significant  impact.  Hazardous  building  materials 
sampling  and  abatement  pursuant  to  existing  regulations  prior  to  renovation  work,  as  described  in 
Mitigation  Measure  5,  page  88,  would  reduce  potential  impacts  associated  with  PCBs,  mercury, 
lead,  and  other  toxic  building  substances  in  structures  to  a  less-than-significant  level.  With 
Mitigation  Measure  5  implemented,  the  proposed  project  would  not  have  the  potential  to  pose  a 
direct  (through  material  removal,  if  required)  or  indirect  (through  transport  of  materials  or  accidental 
release)  public  health  hazard  to  the  surrounding  neighborhood. 

Emergency  Response  Plans 

The  proposed  infill  development  project  would  not  interfere  with  emergency  response  or  evacuation 
plans.  Occupants  of  the  proposed  building  would  incrementally  contribute  to  potential  congestion  if 
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an  emergency  evacuation  of  the  Tenderloin  Neighborhood  were  required.  The  project  sponsor  would 
develop  an  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan,  as  required,  to  be  reviewed  by  the  Office  of 
Emergency  Services,  to  ensure  coordination  between  citywide  and  site-specific  emergency  planning. 

Fire  Hazards 

San  Francisco  ensures  fire  safety  primarily  through  provisions  of  the  Building  and  Fire  Codes  and 
requires  new  buildings  and  additions  to  meet  these  standards.  The  SFFD  and  the  DBI  would  ensure 
conformance  with  these  provisions,  including  emergency  exit  requirements,  the  development  of  an 
emergency  procedure  manual  and  an  exit  drill  plan,  through  the  review  of  the  proposed  project's 
plans.  With  these  requirements,  potential  fire  hazards  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  impact. 

Conclusion 

Regulations  and  procedures  that  are  already  established  as  part  of  the  building  permit  review  process 
as  well  as  Mitigation  Measures  4  and  5,  pages  86  and  88,  would  reduce  potential  public  health  and 
safety  hazards  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 
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16.    MINERAL  AND  ENERGY  RESOURCES— Would 
the  project: 

a)  Result  in  the  loss  of  availability  of  a  known  mineral 
resource  that  would  be  of  value  to  the  region  and  the 
residents  of  the  state? 

b)  Result  in  the  loss  of  availability  of  a  locally-important ' 
mineral  resource  recovery  site  delineated  on  a  local 
general  plan,  specific  plan  or  other  land  use  plan? 

c)  Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the  use  of  large 
amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or  energy,  or  use  these  in  a 
wastefiil  manner? 
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According  to  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  mineral  resources  are  not  present  in  the  City  to  any 
appreciable  extent.^'  No  known  mineral  resources  are  located  on  or  near  the  project  site;  therefore 
the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  the  loss  of  availability  of  mineral  resources.  The  proposed 
project's  residential  uses  would  not  consume  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or  energy.  Electricity 


City  of  San  Francisco,  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  Environmental  Protection  Element. 
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generation  would  consume  additional  natural  gas  and  coal  fuel.  New  buildings  in  San  Francisco  are 
required  to  conform  to  current  state  and  local  energy  conservation  standards,  including  Title  24  of  the 
California  Code  of  Regulations.  The  DBI  enforces  Title  24  compliance  and  documentation 
demonstrating  compliance  with  these  standards  is  submitted  with  the  application  for  the  building 
permit.  The  proposed  project  would,  therefore,  not  cause  a  wasteful  use  of  energy  or  use  substantial 
quantities  of  other  non-renewable  natural  resources,  and  the  effects  related  to  such  consumption 
would  not  be  significant. 

San  Francisco  consumers  have  experienced  rising  energy  costs  and  uncertainties  regarding  the  supply 
of  electricity.  The  root  causes  of  these  conditions  are  under  investigation  and  are  the  subject  of  much 
debate.  Part  of  the  problem  may  be  that  the  State  does  not  generate  sufficient  energy  to  meet  its 
demand  and  must  import  energy  from  outside  sources.  Another  part  of  the  problem  may  be  the  lack 
of  cost  controls  because  of  deregulation.  The  California  Energy  Commission  (CEC)  is  currently 
considering  applications  for  the  development  of  new  power-generating  facilities  in  San  Francisco,  the 
Bay  Area,  and  elsewhere  in  the  State.  These  facilities  could  supply  additional  energy  to  the  power 
supply  "grid"  within  the  next  few  years.  These  efforts,  together  with  conservation,  would  be  part  of 
the  statewide  effort  to  achieve  energy  sufficiency.  The  project-generated  demand  for  electricity 
would  be  negligible  in  the  context  of  overall  demand  within  San  Francisco  and  the  State,  and  would 
not  in  and  of  itself  require  a  major  expansion  of  power  facilities.  Therefore,  the  energy  demand 
associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  physical  environmental  effect 
or  contribute  to  a  cumulative  impact. 
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17.    AGRICULTURE  RESOURCES 

In  determining  whether  impacts  to  agricultural  resources  are  significant  environmental  effects,  lead  agencies  may  refer  to  the  California 
Agricultural  Land  Evaluation  and  Site  Assessment  Model  (1997)  prepared  by  the  California  Department  of  Conservation  as  an  optional 
model  to  use  in  assessing  impacts  on  agriculture  and  farmland. 
Would  the  project: 

a)  Convert  Prime  Farmland,  Unique  Farmland,  or  Farmland 
ol  Statewide  Importance,  as  shown  on  the  maps  prepared 
pursuant  to  the  Farmland  Mapping  and  Monitoring 
Program  of  the  California  Resources  Agency,  to  non- 
agricultural  use? 

b)  Conflict  with  existing  zoning  for  agricultural  use,  or  a 
Williamson  Act  contract? 


□  □  □  □  Kl 


□  □  □  □  S 
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Topics: 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 


c)     Involve  other  changes  in  the  existing  environment 
which,  due  to  their  location  or  nature,  could  result  in 
conversion  of  Farmland  of  Statewide  Importance,  to 
non-agricultural  use? 


□ 


Less  Than 
Significant  witit 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 


□ 


Less  Than 
Significant 
Impact 


□ 


No 

Impact      Not  Applicable 


□ 


The  project  site  is  located  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  an  urban  area,  and  therefore  not  agricultural 
in  nature.  No  land  within  the  City  boundaries  is  designated  as  Williamson  Act  properties  or 
important  farmland  by  the  California  Department  of  Conservation.^^ 


Less  Than 

Potentially         Significant  with  Less  Than 

Significant            Mitigation  Significant  No 

Topics:                                                                                   Impact            Incorporation  Impact           Impact      Not  Applicable 

18.    MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE— 
Would  the  project: 

a)  Have  the  potential  to  degrade  the  quality  of  the 
environment,  substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of  a  fish  or 
wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish  or  wildlife  population  to 
drop  below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to  eliminate  a 
plant  or  animal  community,  reduce  the  number  or  restrict 
the  range  of  a  rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal,  or 
eliminate  important  examples  of  the  major  periods  of 
California  history  or  prehistory? 

b)  Have  impacts  that  would  be  individually  limited,  but 
cumulatively  considerable?  ("Cumulatively 
considerable"  means  that  the  incremental  effects  of  a 
project  are  considerable  when  viewed  in  connection  with 
the  effects  of  past  projects,  the  effects  of  other  current 
projects,  and  the  effects  of  probable  future  projects.) 

c)  Have  environmental  effects  that  would  cause  substantial 
adverse  effects  on  human  beings,  either  directly  or 
indirectly? 


Mitigation  Measures  1-5,  contained  in  Section  F.  below,  have  been  incorporated  into  the  proposed 
project  to  address  potential  project-related  historical  resource  and  construction-related  air  quality, 
archeological  resources,  and  hazardous  material  impacts.  Implementation  of  these  measures  would 
reduce  these  potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 


□  KI  □  □  □ 


□  □  K  □  □ 

□  K  □  □  □ 


San  Francisco  is  identified  as  "Urban  and  Built  Up  Land"  on  the  California  Department  of  Conservation 
Important  Farmland  of  California  Map,  2002.  This  map  is  available  for  viewing  on-line  at  the  Department  of 
Conservation  website  (www.consrv.ca.gov). 
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Public  Notice 

A  Notification  of  Project  Receiving  Environmental  Review  (Neighborhood  Notice)  was  sent  out  on 
June  2,  2006,  to  the  owners  of  properties  within  300  feet,  adjacent  occupants  of  the  project  site  and 
interested  parties.  Two  comments  were  received  in  response  to  the  Neighborhood  Notice.  Members 
of  the  pubHc  expressed  concern  about  the  proposed  project  as  it  relates  to  residential  guidelines  for 
light  exposure  and  preservation  of  the  historic  fa9ades.  Discussions  have  been  included  in  or  added 
to  the  appropriate  sections  of  the  Initial  Study  above.  No  significant  adverse  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  issues  of  concern  have  been  identified.  Comments  that  do  not  pertain  to  physical 
environmental  issues  and  comrnents  regarding  the  merits  of  the  proposed  project  were  not  addressed 
and  are  more  appropriately  directed  to  the  decision-makers.  The  decision  to  approve  or  disapprove  a 
proposed  project  is  independent  of  the  environmental  review  process.  While  local  concerns  or  other 
planning  considerations  may  be  grounds  for  modification  or  denial  of  the  proposal,  in  the 
independent  judgment  of  the  Planning  Department,  there  is  no  substantial  evidence  that  the  proposed 
project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment. 


F.  MITIGATION  AND  IMPROVEMENT  MEASURES 

The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  implement  the  following  mitigation  measures  that  are  necessary  to 
reduce  potential  project-related  historical  resources  and  construction-related  air  quality,  archeological 
resources,  and  hazardous  material  impacts  to  a  less-than-significant  level.  Improvement  measures 
have  been  identified  to  reduce  further  already  less-than-significant  parking,  loading,  pedestrian,  and 
construction  traffic  impacts,  and  the  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  implement  them  as  well. 

Mitigation  Measure  1 
Historic  Resources 

Consistent  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards,  the  project  sponsor  shall  implement 
Mitigation  Measure  1,  consisting  of  the  following  measures: 

The  project  shall  preserve  and  restore  the  Hyde  and  Eddy  Streets  fa9ades. 

The  existing  steel  windows  shall  be  repaired,  repainted,  or  replaced  in  kind,  and  the  non-historic 
windows  on  the  ground  floor  shall  be  replaced  with  metal  windows  that  reference  the  historic 
mullion  pattern. 

The  existing  columns  in  the  interior  of  the  building  shall  be  retained. 
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■     The  project  shall  include  exterior  and  ambient  lighting  that  highlights  the  historic  features  of  the 
building. 

•     The  proposed  project  shall  provide  a  lobby  display  about  the  historic  nature  of  the  building  and 
the  San  Francisco  movie  industry. 

Mitigation  Measure  2 

Archeological  Resources  (Accidental  Discovery) 

The  following  mitigation  measure  is  required  to  avoid  any  potential  adverse  effect  from  the  proposed 
project  on  accidentally  discovered  buried  or  submerged  historical  resources  as  defined  in  CEQA 
Guidelines  Section  15064.5(a)(c).  The  project  sponsor  shall  distribute  the  Planning  Department 
archeological  resource  "ALERT"  sheet  to  the  project  prime  contractor;  to  any  project  subcontractor 
(including  demolition,  excavation,  grading,  foundation,  pile  driving,  etc.  firms);  or  utilities  firm 
involved  in  soils  disturbing  activities  within  the  project  site.  Prior  to  any  soils  disturbing  activities 
being  undertaken  each  contractor  is  responsible  for  ensuring  that  the  "ALERT"  sheet  is  circulated  to 
all  field  personnel  including,  machine  operators,  field  crew,  pile  drivers,  supervisory  personnel,  etc. 
The  project  sponsor  shall  provide  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO)  with  a  signed  affidavit 
from  the  responsible  parties  (prime  contractor,  subcontractor(s),  and  utilities  firm)  to  the  ERO 
confirming  that  all  field  personnel  have  received  copies  of  the  Alert  Sheet. 

Should  any  indication  of  an  archeological  resource  be  encountered  during  any  soils  disturbing 
activity  of  the  project,  the  project  Head  Foreman  and/or  project  sponsor  shall  immediately  notify  the 
ERO  and  shall  immediately  suspend  any  soils  disturbing  activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  discovery 
until  the  ERO  has  determined  what  additional  measures  should  be  undertaken. 

If  the  ERO  determines  that  an  archeological  resource  may  be  present  within  the  project  site,  the 
project  sponsor  shall  retain  the  services  of  a  qualified  archeological  consultant.  The  archeological 
consultant  shall  advise  the  ERO  as  to  whether  the  discovery  is  an  archeological  resource,  retains 
sufficient  integrity,  and  is  of  potential  scientific/historical/cultural  significance.  If  an  archeological 
resource  is  present,  the  archeological  consultant  shall  identify  and  evaluate  the  archeological 
resource.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  make  a  recommendation  as  to  what  action,  if  any,  is 
warranted.  Based  on  this  information,  the  ERO  may  require,  if  warranted,  specific  additional 
measures  to  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor. 
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Measures  might  include:  preservation  in  situ  of  the  archeological  resource;  an  archaeological 
monitoring  program;  or  an  archeological  testing  program.  If  an  archeological  monitoring  program  or 
archeological  testing  program  is  required,  it  shall  be  consistent  with  the  Major  Environmental 
Analysis  (MEA)  division  guidelines  for  such  programs.  The  ERO  may  also  require  that  the  project 
sponsor  immediately  implement  a  site  security  program  if  the  archeological  resource  is  at  risk  from 
vandalism,  looting,  or  other  damaging  actions. 

The  project  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  Final  Archeological  Resources  Report  (FARR) 
to  the  ERO  that  evaluates  the  historical  significance  of  any  discovered  archeological  resource  and 
describing  the  archeological  and  historical  research  methods  employed  in  the  archeological 
monitoring/data  recovery  program(s)  undertaken.  Information  that  may  put  at  risk  any  archeological 
resource  shall  be  provided  in  a  separate  removable  insert  within  the  final  report. 

Copies  of  the  Draft  FARR  shall  be  sent  to  the  ERO  for  review  and  approval.  Once  approved  by  the 
ERO,  copies  of  the  FARR  shall  be  distributed  as  follows:  California  Archaeological  Site  Survey 
Northwest  Information  Center  (NWIC)  shall  receive  one  (1)  copy  and  the  ERO  shall  receive  a  copy 
of  the  transmittal  of  the  FARR  to  the  NWIC.  The  Major  Environmental  Analysis  division  of  the 
Planning  Department  shall  receive  three  copies  of  the  FARR  along  with  copies  of  any  formal  site 
recordation  forms  (CA  DPR  523  series)  and/or  documentation  for  nomination  to  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places/California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  In  instances  of  high  public 
interest  or  interpretive  value,  the  ERO  may  require  a  different  final  report  content,  format,  and 
distribution  than  that  presented  above. 

Mitigation  Measure  3 
Construction  Air  Quality 

Consistent  with  the  BAAQMD's  dust  control  measures,  the  project  sponsor  shall  require  the 
construction  contractor(s)  to  spray  unpaved  construction  areas  of  the  project  site  with  non-potable 
water  during  excavation,  grading,  and  site  preparation  activities  at  least  twice  per  day;  to  cover 
stockpiles  of  soil,  sand  and  other  such  material  on-site  and  during  hauling;  and  sweep  surrounding 
streets  during  these  periods  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions.  Ordinance  No.  175- 
91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used  for 
dust  control  activities.  The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  construction  contractor(s)  to  obtain 
reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose. 
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The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  project  contractor(s)  to  maintain  and  operate  construction 
equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as 
prohibiting  idling  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and 
implementing  specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  for  equipment  that  would  be  in 
frequent  use  for  much  of  the  construction  period. 

Mitigation  Measure  4 
Contaminated  Soil 

Step  1:  Determination  of  Presence  of  Metal-  or  Petroleum  Hydrocarbon  -Contaminated  Soils 
Prior  to  approval  of  a  building  permit  for  the  project,  the  project  sponsor  shall  hire  a  consultant  to 
collect  soil  samples  (borings)  from  areas  on  the  site  in  which  soil  would  be  disturbed  and  test  the  soil 
samples  for  total  metals  and  petroleum  hydrocarbons.  The  consultant  shall  analyze  the  soil  borings 
as  discrete,  not  composite  samples. 

The  consultant  shall  prepare  a  report  on  the  soil  testing  for  metals  and  petroleum  hydrocarbons  that 
includes  the  results  of  the  soil  testing  and  a  map  that  shows  the  locations  of  stockpiled  soils  from 
which  the  consultant  collected  the  soil  samples.  The  project  sponsor  shall  submit  the  report  on  the 
soil  testing  for  metals  and  petroleum  hydrocarbons  and  a  fee  of  $425  in  the  form  of  a  check  payable 
to  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (SFDPH),  to  the  Hazardous  Waste  Program, 
Department  of  Public  Health,  101  Grove  Street,  Room  214,  San  Francisco,  California  94102.  The 
fee  of  $425  shall  cover  five  hours  of  soil  testing  report  review  and  administrative  handling.  If 
additional  review  is  necessary,  DPH  shall  bill  the  project  sponsor  for  each  additional  hour  of  review 
over  the  first  five  hours,  at  a  rate  of  $85  per  hour.  These  fees  shall  be  charged  pursuant  to  Section 
31.47(c)  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code.  DPH  shall  review  the  soil  testing  report  to 
determine  to  whether  soils  on  the  project  site  are  contaminated  with  metals  and  petroleum 
hydrocarbons  at  or  above  potentially  hazardous  levels. 

If  DPH  determines  that  the  soils  on  the  project  site  are  not  contaminated  with  metals  or  petroleum 
hydrocarbons  at  or  above  a  potentially  hazardous  level  (i.e.,  below  50  ppm  soluble  lead),  no  further 
mitigation  measures  with  regard  to  metal-  or  petroleum  hydrocarbon  -contaminated  soils  on  the  site 
would  be  necessary. 
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Step  2:  Preparation  of  Site  Mitigation  Plan: 

If  based  on  the  results  of  the  soil  tests  conducted,  DPH  determines  that  the  soils  on  the  project  site 
are  contaminated  with  metals  or  petroleum  hydrocarbons  at  or  above  potentially  hazardous  levels,  the 
DPH  shall  determine  if  preparation  of  a  Site  Mitigation  Plan  (SMP)  is  warranted.  If  such  a  plan  is 
requested  by  the  DPH,  the  SMP  shall  include  a  discussion  of  the  level  of  metal  or  petroleum 
hydrocarbon  contamination  of  soils  on  the  project  site  and  mitigation  measures  for  managing 
contaminated  soils  on  the  site,  including,  but  not  limited  to:  1)  the  alternatives  for  managing 
contaminated  soils  on  the  site  (e.g.,  encapsulation,  partial  or  complete  removal,  treatment,  recycling 
for  reuse,  or  a  combination);  2)  the  preferred  alternative  for  managing  contaminated  soils  on  the  site 
and  a  brief  justification;  and  3)  the  specific  practices  to  be  used  to  handle,  haul,  and  dispose  of 
contaminated  soils  on  the  site.  The  SMP  shall  be  submitted  to  the  DPH  for  review  and  approval.  A 
copy  of  the  SMP  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Planning  Department  to  become  part  of  the  case  file. 

Step  3:  Handling,  Hauling,  and  Disposal  of  Lead-Contaminated  Soils 

(a)  specific  work  practices:  If  based  on  the  results  of  the  soil  tests  conducted,  DPH  determines  that 
the  soils  on  the  project  site  are  contaminated  with  metals  or  petroleum  hydrocarbons  at  or  above 
potentially  hazardous  levels,  the  construction  contractor  shall  be  alert  for  the  presence  of  such  soils 
during  excavation  and  other  construction  activities  on  the  site  (detected  through  soil  odor,  color,  and 
texture  and  results  of  on-site  soil  testing),  and  shall  be  prepared  to  handle,  profile  (i.e.,  characterize), 
and  dispose  of  such  soils  appropriately  (i.e.,  as  dictated  by  local,  state,  and  federal  regulations, 
including  OSHA  metal-  or  petroleum  hydrocarbon-safe  work  practices)  when  such  soils  are 
encountered  on  the  site. 

(b)  dust  suppression:  Soils  exposed  during  excavation  for  site  preparation  and  project  construction 
activities  shall  be  kept  moist  throughout  the  time  they  are  exposed,  both  during  and  after  work  hours. 

(c)  surface  water  runoff  control:  Where  soils  are  stockpiled,  visqueen  shall  be  used  to  create  an 
impermeable  liner,  both  beneath  and  on  top  of  the  soils,  with  a  berm  to  contain  any  potential  surface 
water  runoff  from  the  soil  stockpiles  during  inclement  weather. 

(d)  soils  replacement:  If  necessary,  clean  fill  or  other  suitable  material(s)  shall  be  used  to  bring 
portions  of  the  project  site,  where  metal-  or  petroleum  hydrocarbon-contaminated  soils  have  been 
excavated  and  removed,  up  to  construction  grade. 
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(e)  hauling  and  disposal:  Contaminated  soils  shall  be  hauled  off  the  project  site  by  waste  hauling 
trucks  appropriately  certified  with  the  State  of  California  and  adequately  covered  to  prevent 
dispersion  of  the  soils  during  transit,  and  shall  be  disposed  of  at  a  permitted  hazardous  waste  disposal 
facility  registered  with  the  State  of  California. 

Step  4:  Preparation  of  Closure/Certification  Report 

After  excavation  and  foundation  construction  activities  are  completed,  the  project  sponsor  shall 
prepare  and  submit  a  closure/certification  report  to  DPH  for  review  and  approval.  The 
closure/certification  report  shall  include  the  mitigation  measures  in  the  SMP  for  handling  and 
removing  metal-  or  petroleum  hydrocarbon-contaminated  soils  from  the  project  site,  whether  the 
construction  contractor  modified  any  of  these  mitigation  measures,  and  how  and  why  the 
construction  contractor  modified  those  mitigation  measures. 

Mitigation  Measure  5 

Other  Hazardous  Building  Materials  (PCBs,  Mercury,  Lead  and  others) 

The  project  sponsor  would  ensure  that  pre-construction  building  surveys  for  PCB-  and  mercury- 
containing  equipment  (including  elevator  equipment),  hydraulic  oils,  fluorescent  lights,  lead, 
mercury  and  other  potentially  toxic  building  materials  are  performed  prior  to  the  start  of  any 
demolition  or  renovation  activities.  Any  hazardous  building  materials  discovered  during  surveys 
would  be  abated  according  to  federal,  state,  and  local  laws  and  regulations. 

Improvement  Measure  1 
Parking 

The  project  sponsor  shall  contact  carshare  companies  and  encourage  them  to  establish  carshare 
spaces  nearer  to  the  project  site  and  to  target  marketing  to  the  new  residents. 

Improvement  Measure  2 
Loading 

In  order  to  prevent  any  traffic  impacts  from  double-parking  when  delivery  trucks  are  serving  the 
project  site,  the  project  sponsor  and  building  management  shall  monitor  delivery  activities,  and,  if 
necessary,  petition  the  DPT  for  a  yellow  curb  space  in  front  of  the  proposed  project. 
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When  semi  tractor-trailers  would  be  used  when  residents  moved  in  or  out  of  the  building,  residents 
would  be  required  to  apply  for  a  permit  from  the  SFPD  to  reserve  metered  spaces  along  Hyde  Street 
in  front  of  the  proposed  project  building.  Such  activity  would  be  restricted  to  weekends  only  in  order 
to  avoid  conflicts  with  vehicular  and  pedestrian  traffic. 

Improvement  Measure  3 
Loading  -  Garbage  Collection 

No  garbage  bins  would  be  placed  to  block  sidewalks  or  parking  spaces  and  the  project  sponsor  would 
explore  with  Sunset  Scavengers^  the  feasibility  of  garbage  pick-up  from  within  the  proposed  building 
so  that  garbage  bins  are  not  placed  in  a  parking  lane  or  on  the  sidewalk  at  any  time.  Trash  would  be 
separated  and  deposited  in  designated  bins  in  the  garbage  room. 

Improvement  Measure  4 
Construction 

The  project  sponsor  and  construction  contractor(s)  would  meet  with  the  Traffic  Engineering  Division 
of  the  DPT,  the  SFFD,  and  the  Planning  Department  to  determine  feasible  traffic  mitigation  measures 
to  further  reduce  traffic  congestion  and  pedestrian  circulation  impacts  during  construction  of  the 
project,  in  particular  limiting  truck  movements  to  the  hours  before  3:30  p.m.  In  addition,  to  ensure 
that  construction  activities  do  not  impact  Muni  bus  stops  or  routes  in  the  area,  the  project  sponsor 
should  coordinate  with  Muni's  Chief  Inspector  prior  to  construction.  The  project  sponsor  shall 
incorporate  these  measures  into  its  construction  contracting. 
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G.  DETERMINATION 


On  the  basis  of  this  initial  study: 

[— I    I  find  that  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  a 
NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

IE!     I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  there 
will  not  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  revisions  in  the  project  have  been  made  by  or 
agreed  to  by  the  project  proponent.  A  MITIGATED  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be 
prepared. 

□  I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  an 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 

□  I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  "potentially  significant  impact"  or  "potentially 
significant  unless  mitigated"  impact  on  the  environment,  but  at  least  one  effect  1)  has  been 
adequately  analyzed  in  an  earlier  document  pursuant  to  applicable  legal  standards,  and  2)  has 
been  addressed  by  mitigation  measures  based  on  the  earlier  analysis  as  described  on  attached 
sheets.  An  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required,  but  it  must  analyze  only  the 
effects  that  remain  to  be  addressed. 

I   I     1  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment, 

because  all  potentially  significant  effects  (a)  have  been  analyzed  adequately  in  an  earlier  EIR  or 
NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  pursuant  to  applicable  standards,  and  (b)  have  been  avoided  or 
mitigated  pursuant  to  that  earlier  EIR  or  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION,  including  revisions  or 
mitigation  measures  that  are  imposed  upon  the  proposed  project,  no  further  environmental 
documentation  is  required. 


Dean  L.  Macris 
Director  of  Planning 
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